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NOTE ON THE EDITION 


This edition of Spinoza’s works has been prepared on the basis of 
■majiy years’ experience reading the texts not only with classes in 
ethics but also with beginning students in philosophy including 
students in the general Humanities course in Columbia College during 
the last decade That Spinoza can be read by beginners in philosophy 
and that, desjjite technical difficulties, he can be approached directly 
in the context of the humanistic tradition of Western literature may 
seem surjirising to those who have not made the attempt. 

There are, of course, difficulties But we can without triviality 
paraphrase the conclusion of the “Ethics”: If the way seem 
difficult it can nccertheless be found But all excellent things 
are as difficult as they are rare 

“Of Siiinoza it is probablj' more true than of any other philosopher 
that his thought cannot be divorced from his life and character without 
grave risks of total misapprehension ” So wrote Professor A W >ir 
in his edition of “The Oldest Biograjihy of Sjiinoza,” and the Intro- 
duction to this volume was written with this conviction in mind. 
One of the satisfactions of jilanning this volume was provided by 
the opportunity to include in it Woodbridge’s brief es^a}' on Spmoza. 
Originally delivered as an address at Columhu University for the 
Spinoza tercentenary m 1932 it was subscciuently published in the 
Columbia Umversity Quaitcrly and reprinted m a pamphlet. But it 
has long since been out of print and to make it available is a service 
to the memory of two philosophers as cvcll as to students who find 
it here • 

The text of the “Ethics” in this volume is based on the translation 
by William Hale t\’hite (1883) as revised by Amelia Hutchinson 
Stirlmg (1894, 1899) and the text of the “Imjiroxement of the Under- 
standing” is the translation by R H M. Ehves (1884). Anyone 
who has himself performed the task of translation must hesitate 
before tampering w'lth the work of another translator when scholarship 
and literary art have been combined as in the case of both these te.xt'^ 
To amend them is almost like changing an original. Almost hut not 
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quite, for in this case the original is available as a check! Wherever 
changes have been made in the basic versions this check has been 
used and counterchecked by reference to other translations. The 
chief changes follow the suggestion of Dr. Joseph Ratner, in his 
“Selections from the Philosophy of Spinoza” in the Modem Library 
(1926), that White’s translation is clarified by substituting the word 
“emotion” for “affect” in rendering the original affectus, and 
“mod^cations” or “modes” for Spinoza’s affectiones, where White 
uses “affections.” No matter how much of a Latinist a reader may 
be nor how often he be reminded that “affects” are emotions and 
that “affections” have nothing in common with what the word 
currently means to everyone, constant confusion results from continu- 
ing to use the WTiite-Sterling text unamended m this regard. Virtually 
all other changes in the text of the “Ethics” incorporate some felicitous 
phrases of Elwes’ m the White-Sterhng version 
In both texts I have capitalized the term “Nature,” especially when 
Spinoza’s Deus sive Nature makes the English “God or nature” an 
evident distortion of his meaning. 


J.G. 
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“To UNDERSTAND any prophet thoroughly,” wrote Matthew Arnold 
in his essay on Spinoza and the Bible, “we ought to knowT the life, 
character, and pursuits of that prophet, under what circumstances his 
book was composed, and m what state and through what hahds it has 
come down to us.” Arnold was, of course, referrmg to the prophets 
of the Bible but his statement applies to other authors as well. It 
certainly applies to Spinoza. 

The history of Spinoza’s name tells much about the man. When 
Benedict Spinoza was born in Amsterdam, in 1632, he was calfed 
Baruch de Spinosa or Baruch Espmosa. His family had come as 
refugees from the Inquisition and had found a home m the Nether- 
lands, whose people had themselves but recently gained political 
mdependence from Spam This national freedom as well as the 
economic prosperity which accompanied it the Dutch were wilhng 
to share w'lth newcomers from the south of Europe 

The change of the form and spelling of the family name suggests 
Spinozii’s assimilation to the culture of his native land Something 
of what its freedom meant to him is made e.xplicit m liis “1 heologico- 
Politicdl Ticatisc”. 

Now, seeing that we have the rare happiness of living in a 
rejiublic, where eveiyone’s judgment is free and unshackled, 
where each may worship God as his conscience dictates, and 
where freedom is esteemed before all things dear and precious, 
I ha^c belicwed that I should be undertaking no ungrateful or 
unprofilalile task, 111 demonstrating that not only can such freedom 
be granted without prejudice to the public peace, but also, that 
without such freedom, piety carmot flourish nor the public peace 
be secure 

The alteration of Si)inoz.i’s first name involved a decision concerning 
which w’c know the bare facts but which had profound and, indeed, 
dramatic imjilications Whatever the details of Spinoza’s separation 
from Judaism and the Jewish communii^', the record of which will be 
outlinetT presently, he himself marked it by dropping his "Hebrew 
name, Baruch, and_takin£ the Latin equivalent Benedictus. The 
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name means Blessed, and it will be important to note wherein Spinoza 
came to consider himself to be blessed. 

If we turn from Spmoza’s name to his occupation, the simple facts 
again illustrate the significance of his life and character for an imder- 
standmg of his philosophy. History lists Spinoza among the greatest 
of philosophers, but had his neighbors in the cities and towns of 
Holland where he made his home been asked his occupation, |hey 
would have answered that he was a grinder of optical lenses. This 
calling by which he supported himself pomts — like his name — in 
two directions. The traditions of the Jewish education in which he 
was reared required that he be trained in a manual skill along with 
his scholarly instruction The choice of the work of an optician not 
only gives evidence of special dexterities and aptitudes but reflects 
the scientific civilization so important m seventeenth century Europe, 
to which Dutch scientists were making notable contributions 

It is, then, in the double aspect of the barest and simplest facts of 
Spinoza’s life and also in terms of the setting of his life m the culture 
— social, religious, scientific — of seventeenth century European 
civilization that the relationship of Spmoza’s biography to his tliought 
can be most fruitfully considered. 

The world in which Spuioza was born had characteristics which 
we of the mid-twentieth century may recognize as all too familiar. 
In 1632, Northern Europe was m the midst of a Thirty Years War 
which in sheer destructiveness and m violence of ideological fanaticism 
remained unequalled until our own era. I'lie Netherlands had freed 
themselves from Spam in the previous century, makmg good their 
declaration of mdependence of 1581 by a twelve year truce in 1609, 
at the same time that they surmohnted the religious dissension betw cen 
their own Calvinists and the followers of Armmius by establishing a 
principle of freedom of conscience which enabled them to remain aloof 
from the struggles of the Thirty Years War. Yet the proximity of 
the war not only provided a chief concern for the statesmen of the 
newly established nation w’hosc mdependence was unsuccessfully 
contested by Spam in the picace settlement of 1648, but preoccupied 
the political thought of the day. This is notably illustrated on the 
work on “The Laws of War and Peace” of Hugo Grotius [Huigh de 
Groot— (1583-1645)] 

Despite rebellions and wars, the progress of science and the increase 
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of economic wealth were, perhaps, nowhere more readily visible in the 
middle of the seventeenth century than in the Netherlands. To what 
extent these were interrelated need not concern us here; the facts 
themselves may, however, impress a student of Spinoza’s biography. 
The canvasses of Franz Hals (1580-1666) and of Rembrandt (1606- 
166c) give vivid examples of scenes not at all remote from his life. 
Their opulence and variety suggest, at very least, goods and values 
from which Spmoza deliberately turned away. 

More positively, it was toward the new sciences that Spinoza turned, 
sciences in which contemporary Europe was achieving unexampled 
heights. The “Dialogues” of Galileo (1564-1642) were pubhshed 
in the year of Spinoza’s birth Johannes Kepler had died only two 
years before Though the invention of the telescope is usually credited 
to Galileo in 1609, in the Netherlands the claim was Aade that Jan 
Lipperhey had designed such an instrument even earlier. There, too, 
Christian Huygens perfected his large telescope with which, in 1656, 
he observed the ring of Saturn and its fourth moon While Spinoza, 
the lens grmder, made his telescopic and microscojiic glasses, his mind 
saw Nature in terms of what these lenses were revealmg to astronomers 
and physicists. 

When one turns from the background of Spinoza’s life to biographical 
details there appear to be a number of problematic and even paradox- 
ical considerations What had long been considered to be the earliest 
and most authoritative “Life of Spmoza” was the work of a German 
Lutheran minister, Johann Kohler, latmized as Colerus He came to 
Holland in 1679, two years after Spinoza’s death, and later occupied 
rooms in which the philosopher had lived for a brief time. Colerus 
became interested in Spinoza’s career and devoted himself to gathering 
facts about him though he had little interest in his thought and less 
than littl^ evident sj-mpathy with it. The biographical data are, 
moreover, confused to some degree by the circumstance that several 
elements of uncertainty continue to attach to the earliest records. 
Both the authorship and the date of the “Earliest Biography” present 
problems. Up to comparatively recently it had been thought that it 
had been written later than the longer work b}' Colerus. Even though 
some uncertainties remain, it seems to be established as more than 
twenty-five years older than Colerus’ Life and as the work of one who 
actually knewr Spinoza, whether it be Saint-Glam or Jean Maximilian 
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Lucas to whom it has generally been ascribed. In addition to these 
two documents, the primary record of Spinoza’s life includes volumi- 
nous correspondence, more than eighty letters written by or to Spinoza 
in the years between i66i and 1676. Some of these letters were mcluded 
in the “Posthumous Works,” published m the year of Spinoza’s death, 
others were found, as were three lost works by Spinoza, during the 
latter half of the nineteenth century. “The Correspondence of 
Spinoza’’ was translated into English and edited by Professor 
Abraham Wolf, the outstanding Spmoza scholar, m 1928. Professor 
Wolf also edited, m 1927, “The Oldest Biography of Sjniioza,” the work 
referred to above Reside these primary accounts there are brief 
records by friends and actjuaintances of Spmoza or by contemporaries 
who received reports from such sources These may be found in 
Carl Gebhardi’s “Spinoza* Lebensbeschreibungcn und Gesprachc” 
(Leipzig, 1914), and most of them arc translated m Professor Wolf’s 
edition of the “Oldest Biography ” 

It is from these records that all later biographies of Spinoza aie 
drawn. Their facts, their omissions, and even their conjectures have 
constituted the basis of subsequent accounts In considering the 
relationship of Spmoza ’s life to his philosophy, we may hapjnly seek 
to eliminate the elements of surmise though they are the more obviously 
dramatic, and even melodramatic items m some of the stories Whether 
there was a single romance in Spmoza’s life — an attachment to the 
daughter of his Latin teacher — is unimjwrtant in regaid to his clear 
statements concerning sexual passion and the relationship between the 
sexes. Whether or not a Jewish zealot made an attempt on Sjunoza’s 
life, the putative dagger left as little mark on Sjimoza’s thought as it 
was said to have made on his flesh. 

But this does not imply that the authentic facts of Spinoza’s life 
lack dramatic mteresl or that they lack relevance lo his thought. On 
the contrary, as Professor Wolf observed m his mtroduction to the 
“Oldest Biography” (p 36) : “Of Spmoza it is probably more true than 
of any other philosopher that bis thought cannot be divorced from his 
life and character without grave risks of tobil misapprehension ” 
Spinoza was bom on November 24, 1632, m Amsterdam, where, as 
has been noted, his family had settled as refugees from the Inquisition 
in Spain and Portugal. His grandfather, Abraham, came to Holland 
with a group of Jews who had fled from southern Portugal and, after 
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remaining for a time in France, reached the Netherlands early in the 
last decade of the sixteenth century. 

By the time of Spinoza’s birth this group of Jews were fairly well 
established in Amsterdam They had secured permission to build a 
synagogue for their community of which Abraham Spinoza seems to 
have been the acknowledged leader. The family had prospered as 
merchants, and Abraham’s son, Michael, had married another refugee, 
a Portugese Jewess who had come to Holland from Lisbon. Michael 
had three children — two daughters, Rebecca and Miriam, and his son, 
Baruch. The daughters may have been stepsisters, in any case little 
IS known of the family and of Spinoza’s relations with its members. 
His mother died in 1638 when Spinoza was six years old, and only one 
of his sisters seems to have survived the father, who died in 16^4. 

In or about 1638, the year of the mother’s death, a" Jewish school 
was established in Amsterdam and Michael Spinoza became an official 
of this institution as well as being an officer of the synagogue and 
president of a philanthropic organization Biblical and Talmudic 
studies formed the core of education m the Hebrew school where 
Baruch received his first schoolmg His further instruction included 
the study of the works of mediaeval Jewish philosophers, such as 
Abraham Ibn Ezra (1092-1167), Moses Maimonides (1135-1204), 
and Chasdai Crescas (c 1340-c 1410) 

Of Spmoza’s other studies little is known It w’as in these years 
that he learned to make lenses and to use many languages All studies 
in the school were Hebrew, but Spanish was spoken there as it was 
in Spmoza’s home. Dutch he learned as a member of the community 
and later used it as w'ell as Latm m his philosophical writing, though, 
it lb said, never with ease. His earliest instruction in Latm he received 
from a Oerman scholar from whom he may also have learned some 
German «His further classical studies he owed to Francis van den 
Ende, an ex-Jesuit physician who oiK'ned a private school m Amster- 
dam in 1652. Spinoza not only continued his own studies in this school 
but was an assistant teacher there between 1656 and 1660. 

These were critical years m Spmoza’s life. According to Colerus it 
w'ds m the latter year that Spinoza was cast off from thes)magogue,but 
later evidence shows that this happened in 1656, two years after 
Michael Spinoza’s death and four years after the foundmg of van den 
Ende’s school. The sequence of these events may well be significant 
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though their effect on Spinoza’s development is uncertain. Moreover 
the change in Spmoza’s life and thought appears to have been gradual 
and not to be understood as a simple conflict between strict orthodoxy 
and violent negation For one thing his earlier teachers had by no 
means represented a narrow doctrinalism, and this statement applies 
both to his actual mstructors and the teachers whose writings he 
studied with them Rabbi Saul Levi Morteira, the most influential 
of the teachers m the Amsterdam school, was an Italian by birth, a 
physician and, after 1638, the chief Rabbi of Amsterdam. Manasseh 
Ben Israel was a native of Portugal. He was brought to Amsterdam 
in early childhood and became a Rabbi there in 1622 and later a leader 
in the Hebrew school. 

There are numerous, more or less assured accounts concerning 
Spmoza’s rela'tion to his teachers and their congregation. It is not 
surprising to hear of him as an outstanding scholar for whom the 
greatest expectations were entertained There are repiorts of the 
efforts of jealous fellow-students to lead him to express heterodox 
opinions and then to betray him to the authorities. There are accounts 
of efforts to bribe or cajole him into silence or conformity The details 
even as to the nature of his heresy are uncertam That they involved 
the accusation of atheism has been a tradition, but even if this is 
assumed it must be remembered that atheism has lime and again been 
the charge against an accused because he professed to conceive divmity 
in ways unfamiliar or unaccejitablc to his accusers. The spirit of 
Inquisition seems indeed to liavc infected those w ho but a short time 
before had been its victims or had fled from its terrors. That they 
were now only precariously established in a new home may help to 
explam, if not to excuse, their own excesses Spinoza was only one of 
several who m Amsterdam incurred the displeasure of the synagogue 
He is said to have witnessed the tragedy of Uriel da Costa, who, after 
excommunication, reacceptance and a second excommunication, 
committed suicide in 1640 If so it does not seem to have made him 
cautious but it may have added to his own toleration of those with 
whom he himself came to differ. 

Despite the harsh language of the edict which expelled Spinoza 
from the Jewish community there is no evidence of resentment on 
his part tow'ard the people of whom he ceased being one. Indeed the 
antecedents of Spinoza’s convictions have been traced to writings 



INTRODTTCTION 


XV 


which he studied in the Hebrew school. Though he was no longer 
counted a Jew, by himseK or others, he never spumed his heritage. 
Though excommunicated he did not sliare the intolerance or the 
timidity ..of those who banished hnn. But he now called himself 
Benedict, Blessed. 

According to Golems, when Spinoza was expelled from the synagogue 
and became a teacher in van den Endc’s school, he abandoned the 
study of theology and devoted himself entirely to physics. Even the 
suddenness of this shift must be doubted. Mathematical and scientific 
studies were not foreign to rabbinical traditions and mterest in physics 
was widespread. Moreover, van den Ende, despite his medical studies, 
seems to have been more of a humanist than a follower of the new 
science. His influence on Spinoza has been thought jnore decisive 
with regard to social and politic.al ideas perhaps because he himself 
is known to have put these ideas into action and to have suffered 
execution for political consi^racy m !• ranee It has been suggested 
that Spinoza’s mterest in the writings of Machiavelli may have derived 
from van den Ende Indeed, in Ins “Political Treatise” Spinoza wrote 
of Maihiavelli as a “most ingenious" and farsighted man, but it is well 
to note the grounds for his statement (chapter V, sec. 7) : 

He perhaps wished to show how cautious a free multitude 
should be of entrustmg its welfare absolutely to one man, who, 
unless in his vanitj' he thinks he can please everybody, must be 
m daily fear of plots, and so is forced to look chiefly after his own 
interest, and, as for the multitude, rather to plot agamst it than 
consult Its good And I am the more led to this opinion concem- 
mg that most farseeing man, because it is known that he was 
favourable to hberty, for the mamtenance of which he has besides 
given the most wholesome advice. 

But theTiature of van der Ende’s influence on Spinoza is conjectural 
and hardly more credible than the romance with the schoolmaster’s 
daughter, Clara Maria, reported by Colerus. He remarks that Clara 
w'as smgularly ill-favored physically, though of superior mentah’ty, 
but he fails to mention that she was only twelve years old at the time 
of Spinoza’s supposed infatuation. Wh.it has the earmarks of a bit 
of a jest w’as given currency by Colenis and repeated, indeed with 
sombre, moral implications, by later biographers 
That despite Colerus’ assertions concerning Spinoza’s shift of 
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intellectual interest at this time one should be cautious in accepting 
such a view is fairly clear. His rehgious and even theological interests 
certainly did not come to an end with his excommunication from the 
synagogue, as is evident from his writings Moreover mathematical 
studies and interest in the physical sciences which are supposed to 
have replaced the mtellectual preoccupations of his youth were by no 
means foreign to the rabbinioil traditions in which he had been reared. 
Those who have been concerned to emphasize the suddenness of the 
transition have assumed that Spinoza himself set religious faith as 
such against the teachmgs of science, an assumption by no means 
warranted. 

It might better be said that both Spinoza's religious and his scientific 
interests underwent a striking development at this time. Together 
with a group of friends, religious dissenters who called themselves 
“Collegiants” and who sought to practice simple forms of worship 
without clergy or ritual, he undertook tlie study of the new science 
embodied in the work of Rene Descartes (1596-1650) Though 
Spinoza never joined the Collegiants, he lived among them and guided 
their Cartesian studies in group disc ussion and later by correspondence 
It was, indeed, from this activity that his fiist published work derived, 
the only work published during his lifetime that bore his name, his 
“Principles of Cartesiamsm Geometritally Demonstrated.” That 
Spmoza was no disciple of Descartes even at this time is evident in 
the critical attitude which characterizes this work It may be noted 
here that he subsequently endured an opposition from Cartesians 
hardly less hostile than the enmity of zealots of synagogue and 
churches. 

The men who formed or were connected with tlie Amsterdam group 
of Collegiants were the most loyal friends and supporters of Spmoza 
not only m the years immediately follow mg his excommunication but 
largely to the end of his life. Jan Ricuwertsz, for example, was not 
only the publisher of Spinoza’s first book in 1663, but also published 
his “Posthumous Works” in 1677, which required no little loyalty 
and, perhaps, courage. Lodewijk Meyer wrote the preface to the 
aforementioned first book, was one of the editors of the “Posthumous 
Works,” and may have been the physician-friend present at Spinoza’s 
death. (Colerus identifies the friend who was alone with Spinoza 
when he died as “Dr. L. M ,” but Professor Wolf has disputed this 
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identification with evidence that seems rather less cogent than his 
other findings.) Jarig Jelles payed for the publication of the work 
on Descartes and wrote the preface for the “Posthumous Worics” of 
which he was also an editor Simon de Vries was an Amsterdam 
merchant as was Jelles. In a letter to Spinoza written in 1663 (Letter 
VIII, Wolf ed. p 102) he gave an account of how the study group in 
Amsterdam was conducted aflcr Spinoza had left the vicinity and 
while he continued to write for them: 

As to the society, this is how it is conducted, one member (but 
each takes his turn) reads through, explains accordmg to his 
conception, and, moreover, proves everj'lhing, followmg the 
sec(uencc and order of your propositions, then, if it hajipens that 
we cannot satisfy one another, we think it worth w'nile to make 
a note of it, and to write to j'ou, so that, if possibjc, the matter 
may be made clearer to us, and that under your leadership we 
may be able to defend the truth against those i.ho are supersti- 
tiously religious or even ('.hnstun, and to stand firm against the 
onslaught of the whole world. 

De Vries showed his devotion to Spinoza by offers of financial assist- 
ance aiid later by wishing to make him his sole lieir Spinoza declined 
both offers urging the claims of De Vries’ brother to lus estate When 
Simon De \’ries died, in 1 667, Spinoza once agam declined the annuity 
of live hundred florins bequeathed to him but accepted a stipend of 
three hundred florins, and this annuity he received regularly. 

Siiuioza lived among tlie Collegiants, first, between 1656 and 1660, 
in the house of one of tlie members of the group on the road to the 
lawn of Ouwerkerk, near Amsterdam, and later at the CoUegiant 
headejuarters at Rliyiisburg, near l..eyden Here he stayed from 1660 
to during t his time wTote not onlj' his study of Descartes 

but also his “Short 'Preatuse on (»o<l, Man and his Well-being” (part 
of which ivas also written for the CoUcgiant study group), the first 
book of the “Ethics” and the unfinished work “On the Improvement 
of the Understanding.” The opening passage® of the last mentioned 
work arc autobiographical in a way not unlike the beginning of 
Descartes’ “Discourse on Method ” But whereas m Descartes’ 
work the search for a new method is jircsented as the outcome of 
purely intellectual difficulties, Spinoza emphasizes the ethical conflicts 
from which he and other men suffer and seek release. 

The “Principles of Cartesianism” were apparently dictated to a 
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young student, perhaps Albert Burgh whom Spinoza taught during 
the time he liv^ at Rhynsburg. In 1675, this Burgh, newly con- 
verted to Roman Catholicism, wrote to Spinoza (Letter LXVII, 
Wolf ed. p. 311), whose “penetration and acuteness of mind” he had 
“formerly admired.” Granting that Spinoza was “a lover of truth, 
indeed eager for it,” he went on to ask him: “How do you know that 
your Philosophy is the best among all those which have ever been 
taught in the world, or are actually taught now, or ever will be taught 
in the future?” Another acquaintance of the Rhynsburg period was 
the Danish geologist Niels Steensen (Nicholas Steno). He also 
became a Roman Catholic and “persuaded that the memory of an old 
companionship still preserves a mutual love” (Letter LXVIIA, Wolf 
ed. p. 325) tried to influence Spinoza in the same direction. It is 
possible that Steensen never despatched this letter and, in any case, 
there is no evidence that Spinoza ever received it He did, however, 
reply to Albert Burgh (Letter LXXVI, Wolf ed. p. 350 f ). He 
reminded his correspondent “that in every Church there are many 
honest men who worship God with justice and charity” — hardly 
the words of an enemy of all religion' And after replying to Burgh’s 
question that “I do not presume that I have found the best Philosophy, 
but I do know that I think the true one,” he turned Burgh’s words 
on his own claim to have found the best religion. 

Of all the acquaintances of this period the most important in some 
ways was Henry Oldenburg. A German by birth, Oldenburg spent 
much of his life in England, partly as diplomatic representative of his 
native city of Bremen and partly as a teacher and advocate of the 
new sciences In the latter role he became the Royal Society’s first 
secretary or co-secretary with Dr. J. Wilkins. Oldenburg visited 
Spinoza at Rhynsburg in r66i and professed an immediate admiration 
for him. He encouraged Spinoza in his work and brought him in 
contact with the researches of other men of science Their exchange 
of letters constitutes more than a third of Spinoza’s extant corre- 
spondence. 

In 1663, Spinoz a left the Collegiants in Rhjmsburg and mov ed to 
Voorburg, a suburb of the H ague. Here he turned to the completion 
of the book kno wn to us as the “Ethics^’ but which he had plann^ 
as a work to be call ed “On God, the Rational Soul a nd t he Highest 
Happiness of Man.” Proj'ected as a work In three parts it had evi- 
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dently been, conceived in terms simila r to the “Short Treatise.” In his 
method of presentation Spinoza reverted to the geometrical procedure 
which he had found useful in expoiuiding Descartes’ Principles and 
abandoned the form of dialog;ue which — possibly in imitation of 
Giordand Bruno — he had considered and of which a brief specimen 
remains embodied in the “Short Treatise.” 

By the publication of his work on Descartes’ “Principles” at this 
time Spinoza evidently hoped to prepare the way for the “Ethics.” 
As has already been mentioned, Jarig Jelles defrayed the cost of 
publishing the “Principles” and another friend, Lodewijk Mqrer, 
wrote the preface. In introducing the work, Meyer assured Cartesian 
readers that Spinoza was not so presumptuous as to seek “to correct 
that most distmguished man,” Descartes, while also asserting that he 
did not share the opinions he was expounding. If it was hoped that 
all this would gain a welcome for the publication of the “Ethics,” the 
plan miscarried. But the publication of the “Principles” brought 
Spinoza some friendly and possibly influential acquaintances: 
Willem van Blyenbergh, a gram broker of Dordrecht; Hugo Boxel, 
Secretary and later Pensionary of the town of Gorkum, whose belief 
in ghosts ehcited a notable letter from Spinoza; Johan Hudde, Sheriff 
and later Mayor of Amsterdam, and, above all, Jan de Witt, Grand 
Pensionary of Holland. 

The failure of the “Principles” to clear the way for the “Ethics” 
may account for the fact that Spinoza turned from the almost com- 
pleted work to write his “Theological-Political Treatise.” Under the 
circumstances the passage quoted early in the Introduction from 
Spinoza’s preface to the Treatise is doubly interestmg. It seems 
likely that his praise of republican freedom was hortatory rather than 
strictly descriptive, written with the double hope of preparing a better 
attitude fgr his own work as well as strengthening the Republic under 
de Witt. The Treatise was published anonymously and secretly at 
Hamburg early in 1670, and m the spring of that year Spinoza moved 
from Voorburg to the Hague. He was known by many persons to be 
the author of the “Treatise.” Though it roused widespread hostility 
he never denied his responsibility for it but he prevented its publication 
in Dutch so as to avoid stirring up useless contention. It was repeatedly 
republished in Latin and provoked the fanatical opposition of 
Calvinists, who disputed Spinoza’s view of the Bible. The writing of 
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the Treatise had taken him back to his early scriptural studies and 
led him to begin the composition (rf a Hebrew Grammar. This was 
destined to remain unfinished and, in the midst of polemical attacks, 
Spinoza turned again to his “Ethics.” 

He worked on this between 1670 and 1675, but his life, though he 
sought 'quiet, touched the world of political affairs at several points 
during these years. In 1672, the French armies invaded Holland. 
Lack of military preparation to resist the mvasion was blamed on the 
Republican leadership by the Monarchists, and a mob seized the 
Grand Pensioner Jan de Witt and his brother, Cornelius, and murdered 
them. Whether or not Spinoza had personal relationship to the 
de Witts, as the early records mdicate, he and his friends felt the 
murder of the brothers as a shocking and terrible blow. This, at very 
least, is the ecsence of Golems’ account of Spinoza’s effort to confront 
the mob and to proclaim his abhorrence of their crime. It was during 
the same period of French invasion that Spinoza was, in turn, con- 
fronted by a hostile crowd and threatened with the fate of the de Witts. 
The headquarters of the French army were at Utrecht and the Prince 
de Conde sent for Spinoza through a Colonel Stoupe, one of his sub- 
ordinates. The motives for this unusual invitation are obscure and 
have been attributed to Conde’s intellectual interests, Spinoza’s 
courteous sense of special obligation to one of lofty station, and 
Stoupe’s concern to mend his own damaged reputation as a renegade 
Calvmist. It seems also that the French gave hints of a pension from 
Louis XIV in return for the dedication of a book by Spinoza — a story 
strange alike because of the reputation of Spinoza’s work and his lack 
of interest in pensions from any source. There was, however, also 
the suggestion that Spinoza hoped that he might help to secure peace 
between France and Holland These hopes came to nothing and the 
episode almost resulted in tragic consequences when people of the 
Hague, hearing that Spinoza had been at the French headquarters, 
suspected him of disloyalty. 

In the same year, 1763, Spinoza received an invitation from Prince 
Karl Ludwig, Elector Palatine, to accept a professorial appointment 
at the University of Heidelberg. The letter of invitation has been 
preserved and so has Spinoza’s reply in which he declined the position: 
“For, first, I think that if I want to find time for instmetmg youth, 
then I must desist from developing my philosophy. Secondly, I think 
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that I do not know within what limits that freedom of philosophizing 
ought to be confined in order to avoid the appearance of wishing to 
disturb the publicly established Religion” (Letter XL VIII, Wolf ed. 
p. 267). ^ 

So he kept himself free to complete his “Ethics, ” which was at last 
finished in 1671; and circulated among his friends. The publication of 
the work was, however pos tpone d to the evident rehef of timorous 
correspondents. And Spinoza undertook what was destined to be his 
last work, the “Pohtical Treatise,” which, like the “Improvement of 
the Understanding” and the Hebrew Grammar, remained uncompleted 
at the time of his death. Considermg the recent course of events in 
Holland and his own involvement in them, Spinoza once again showed 
his courage and integrity in expressing support for democratic institu- 
tions. Hobbes’ influence on Spinoza’s political theory is'often empha- 
sized, but he hmiself remarks in a letter to Jarig Jelles: “With regard 
to Politics, the difference between Hobbes and me, about which you 
mquire, consists in this that I preserve the natural right intact so that 
the Supreme Power in a Stale has no more right over a subject than is 
proportionate to the power by which it is superior to the subj'ect” 
(Letter L, Wolf ed. p. 269) 

The last two years of Sphioza’s life continued the activities and 
preoccupations for which he had expressed preference i\hen he refused 
to become a professor at Heidelberg His simple way of life was aided 
by a pension from de Witt which supplemented the earnings of his 
lens polishmg and de Vries’ annuity The heirs of de Witt disputed 
his right to the pension but, when Spinoza deduied to contest their 
action, they relented and he received this assistance for the brief 
balance of his life. 

During these last years his fame — for good or ill — had spread 
and visitoiG and correspondents sought him out. To some extent his 
interest in optics rather than his major philosophic concerns maj"^ 
have accounted for this. As has been noted, optics was a focus of 
much contemporary scientific work. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz wrote 
to him first, in 1671, because he had heard of Spinoza's “great skill 
in optics.” In 1676, Leibniz visited him at the Hague as had another 
German scientist, Ehrenfried Waltlicr von Tschimhaus a year pre- 
viously. It was Tschimhaus who, on a visit to London at that time, 
met Henry Oldenburg and his great friend Robert Boyle, the ph>aicist. 
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Tachimhaus brought about the resumption of the correspondence 
between Oldenburg and Spinoza, and the latter’s indirect contact 
with Boyle, which had been interrupted during the war between 
England and Holland. 

The years of Spinoza’s life were drawmg to an end. Whether or not 
an inherited predisposition to consumption existed, which accounted 
for the failure of his never robust health, it may well be that glass 
dust, incident to polishing lenses, had its part in weakenmg him. 
In mid-February, 1677, he sent to Amsterdam for his physician whom 
Colerus — and later biographers — identified as his old friend 
Dr. Lodewijk Meyer, though Professor Wolf believes it to have 
been a younger fnend. Dr Georg Hermann Schuler. In any case 
it was in the presence only of a physician-friend that Spmoza died, 
quietly as he had sought to live, on Sunday afternoon, February 20, 
1677. 

His landlord and landlady, the Hendrik van der Spycks, were 
at church at the time of Spinoza’s death. He had made his home 
with them for the last six years of his life m what is now the Domus 
Spinozana. From their recollections of the philosopher virtually all 
detailed impressions of his mtunate personahty and habits of life are 
derived. Colerus, who sought them out and knew them well, recorded 
their memories m great detail. These first-hand impressions convey 
an authority far more convmcing than accounts which he gives at 
second-hand or even less direct evidence, and they are confirmed by 
the less ample and circumstantial descnptions contained in the 
“Oldest Biography” and by others who knew Spinoza or knew 
acquaintances of his. Some of the latter were persons far from 
friendly to Spinoza, and when they report well of him add their 
astonishment that a man whose views they deplore should have 
lived so excellent and, indeed, moral a hfe. 

JAMES GUTMANN 

Columbia University 
August. iQ4g 
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By Frederick J. E. Woodbridge 

On 27 July, 1656, the Jews of Amsterdam expelled Spinoza from 
the Congregation of Israel. It is reported of them that they passed 
judgment upon hun m words like these: 

The heads of»the Ecclesiastical Council hereby make known 
that already well assured of the evil opinions and doings of 
Baruch de Espinoza, they have endeavored in sundry ways and 
by various promises to turn him from his evil courses. But as 
they have been unable to bring him to any better way of thinking; 
on the contrary, as thqr are every day better certified of the 
horrible heresies entertained and avowed by him, and of the 
insolence with which these heresies are promulgated and spread 
abroad, and many persons worthy of credit having borne witness 
to these in the presence of the said Espinoza, he has been held 
fully convicted of the same. Review having therefore been made 
of the whole matter before the Chiefs of the Ecclesiastical Council, 
it has been resolved, the Counallors assenting thereto, to anath- 
ematize the said Espmoza and to cut him off from the people of 
Israel, and from the present hour to place him in Anathema with 
the followmg malediction .... 

Let him be cursed by the mouths of the Seven Angels who 
preside over the seven days of the week, and by the mouths of 
the angels who follow them and fight under their banners. Let 
him be cursed by the Four Angds who preside over the four 
seasons of the year, and by the mouths of all the angels who 
follow them and fight under their banners. Let him be cursed by 
the mouths of the seven principalities. Let him be cursed by the 
mouth of the prince of the Law, whose name is Crown and Seal. 
In a w^rd, let him be cursed by the mouth of the strong, powerful, 
and dreadful God. 

Let God never forgive him his sins. Let the wrath and indigna- 
tion of the Lord surround him and smoke forever on his head. 
Let all the curses contained in the book of the Law fall upon him. 
Let God blot him out of his book. Let God separate him to his . 
own destruction from all the tribes of Israel, and give him for his* 
lot all the curses contained in the Book of the Law .... 

And we warn you, that none may speak with him by word of 
* A lecture delivered in HavemeyerHall, Columbia University, 26 January, 1933. 
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mouth nor by writing, nor show any favor to him, nor be under 
one roof with him, nor come within four cubits of him, nor read 
any paper composed by hun ® 

The man thus driven out from the fellowship of his own people 
found no welcome from Chiistian congregations. They feared his 
influcrtce and called him atheist. Yet this atheist would have the 
first commandment this: “Thou dialt love the Lord thy God with all 
thy mind."-/ He would have it this for the unusual reason that he was 
convmced that God loves all his creatures equally and so has a pref- 
erential love for none. God’s care is for the whole of what he has 
created, not for a part of it preferred to some other part He has no 
chosen people. He loves man no more and no less than he loves the 
sands of the desert The “atheist” wrote a book to show how this is 
io. He gdvo it the odd title Elktca in ordine geometneo demonstrala, 
01 Edhics Geometrically Demonstrated It has given him a place among 
the great philosophers, and current mterest m its philosophy has led 
to the commemoration of Spmoza m many parts of the world during ' 
the three-hundredth anniversary of the year of his birth, 1632, ' 

Condemned by Christian and Jew alike, with few friends, with little 
recognition m his own day and for years after, living so largely a life 
of isolation, persecution, and poverty, Spmoza presents personally a 
tragic figure. It is natural to picture him among humanity’s samts 
and martyrs. I shall not, however, try to estimate how far his life 
reflected the philo.sophy which he expounded Just now, my interest, 
and I would have it yours, is in his convictions and his book. It is 
not his only book, but it is the one by which he is remembered and 
which has made his others precious and revealed them as indications 
of those convictions to which he tried to give final and persuasive 
expression in the greatest of all his books. Nor shall I attempt to 
place his book in its historical setting, to deal with it in relation to 
the precedmg currents of philosophical thought which Qoyfred together 
IP the making of it. These are matters for the historian and ought 
not to be omitted from a course in the history of philosophy. But 
today is exceptional. We want to remember a great book and what 
it says to those who are interested m the love of wisdom as that love 
discloses itself through the years in the words of those who have 
encouraged it. 

* Abraham Wolfson, Spmoza. A life of Reason (New York, 1932), 74 ff. 
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Historically considered, Spinoza confronted the philosophical atti- 
tude which had found an energizing spokesman in Descartes, with 
a distillation of scholastic theory, transformed into a theory of nature. 
With him, to consider God was to consider Nature and to consider 
Nature was'' to consider God.t He would transform the formula, Deus 
et natura into Deus sive nalura. He confronted modem philosophy, at 
the start, with the union of that wliich it deliberately separated — 
not ‘‘God and nature,” but “God or Nature.” The names were 
irrelevant, that which was named was essential. Spinoza chose the 
name “God” and made “Nature” its equivalent, because he found in 
nature not only something to explore, but also something to admire 
and worship. The order of nature is not fully disposed of in associa- 
tions for the advancement of science: a man must dispose of it in his 
livmg, for it is a disposition m his mind which controls Ms affections. 
Something like this may be said in sum about Spinoza’s historical 
position I turn to his book. 

Its subject is Ethics. If w'C want to know* w’hat ethics is in general, 
we may go to the dictionary for a definition. We shall find there a 
variety of definitions conformable to the usage of writers. If we want 
to know what ethics is for Spinoza, we should go to his book and 
examine it. It h as five paits: the first abou t God lT the second about 
the or igin and nat ure of the mind T the third a bout the nat ure and 
origin of the aff^tiong t he four th about huma n slavery or t he forces 
of the affections ,^thfe fifth about the pow er of the intellect or human 
freedom.' ~Dn the face of It, the book woul 1 carry the reader from a 
consideration of God to the discovery of human freedom, by leading 
hm to a knowledge of what his mind is, w’hat his affections are and 
how they enslave him to them, and what the power is w’hich can free 
him from that slavery Ethics is thus for Spinoza the study of the 
life of freedom — the exp ositio n of a w ay of thinking and the recom- 
mendation of a way of living, which, together, will free us from our^ 
unruly wills and affections which are the causes of our misery. We' 
would be delivered from them. To get deliverance from them we 
should begin, not with them, but wdth God. - ' 

Th the study of philosophers, I have found it good to try to discover 
their convictions first and their methods of expounding them second. 
The attempt to convince another is often unconvincing. It involves 
an argument, and the following of an argument is something quite 
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different from entertaining a conviction.' I am convinced that you 
are men and women, here in this room oif 26 January, 1933. I doubt 
if you or I doubt this at all. But if I should try to convince you of 
our mutual convictions, I am sure that you would be more interested 
in my argument than in being what you are. We should soon be on 
debatable ground and possibly quarrelling about the soundness of the 
■Argument. The convictions of philosophers are often more interesting 
and frequently better than the arguments they use in supporting them. 
Consideration of the argument is largely a consideration of logical 
consistency and thorough consistency is difficult to attain. Considera- 
tion of convictions leads one to reflect on their character and their 
power, on what they do or may do to us. Sometimes, when the 
argument fails to support them, they do not lose their power. 
It is well, therefore, to find out what a philosopher’s convictions 
are before worrying much about his argument in support of them. 

This is important in the case of Spinoza. His argument is developed 
in a form unusual and involves words, the sound of which is unpres- 
sive and the sense obscure. Often, simply by repeating the words, 
“intellectual intuition,” “infinite substance,” “infinite attributes,” 
“eternity,” “essence,” “existence finite and infinite,” “the intellectual 
love of the mind for God is part of the infinite love with which God 
loves himself” — often simply by repeatmg such words, one experi- 
ences an elevation and mistakes the elevation for clear thinking. It is 
difficult to express the convictions of Spinoza without using some of 
these words, but using them is an exhibition of their power even when 
their sense escapes us. “Slavery” auid “freedom” are less troublesome 
words. We usually know what we mean when we use them. We 
know what we mean when we say that a man is the slave of habit or 
convention instead of the master of them. There is slavery to ambi- 
tion, to prejudice, to riches, to pleasure, to circumstancss. There is 
slavery to the affections, to what we love and hate, to what we hope 
for and fear; slavery to society, to the state, to the church; to family, 
to husband, wife, and children. From all such slavery we think it 
would be good to be free. We have to pay in some way or other for 
^ that we possess and enjoy, to find ourse lvermore or less sla veslo' 
the price. Spinoza "saw mankihd as thus enslaved — creatures in 
bondage to their a ffections, to what they love and want, yet wanting 
what they bve in fre^m fibm the bondage which it brings. Above 
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all Spinoza sees us enslaved by wh a t lie calls Perturhationes t mentu tx 
mental anxiety. We must c are for wliat we love and want and tbjt' 
carels anxious care. We may lo se, are daily in danger of losing, aU 
flia t on whic h our affections are s^ ThoieT&Ings whicir we ca.Il the 
goods of life, healtl^ wealthy ^eem, pleasure, friends, all tHat we 
hold dear — all these are precarious. They are held a t aiT anxihus 
risk which impels us to fortify ourselves against it by trying to get 
security, by concessions to others, by propitiations of others, of the 
Stes, of God, by sacrifices of all sorts. In trying t o ge t Kcurity, we 
must secure ourselves against others. The re arise, consequently, 
hatreds and jealousies and enmiti es. We may shut and lock ourselves 
in, but anxiety sits outside on the step, waiting for us to come out. 
A mind with out anxiety, undistur bed and at peace, would be free. 

By what methods do people usually try to relieve the gr^fBuMen 
of human anxiety? Some by indulgence in pleasure. Spinoza sees in 
this nothing but folly. It leads to satiety, c[isgust,~disease and final 
wretchedness. Others try stoical indifference. There is the a^pew- 
ance of nobihty in this, and there is certamly courage and fortitude. 
But it is courage and fortitude, and not freedom from anxiety. It 
cormnands the troubled waters of the mind to be still, but does not 
still them. Stoicism and asceticism of all sorts are really bewilder- 
ment in despair, marked by fortitude. Some there are who try to 
relieve anxiety by cultivating a belief in a god who will be well disposed 
Jtowards man, if he is properly worshipped and propitiated. "Piis^ 
superstition which leads to religious bigotry and persecution. It ^ 
even worse, for it makes of God a whimsical person moved by human 
likes and dishkes, a jealous god who takes revenge, a judicial god who 
jiunishes and rewards, a changeable god w'ho is flattered by attention, 
h^re thoughtful peop le try philanthropy. ^They encourage the 
instrumenti^lities and institutions which work for the lessening of 
human mis ery a nd distress. But philanthropy is medicine, not 
emancipation. It defines the human problem instead of Mlvingjt. 

intensified an xiety. It is, dispassionately considered, only 
organized slavery to the affections. Ai^ S pinoz a saw indulgence, 
stoicism^ the belie f in prov idence a nd ph ilanthropy, he saw human 
^very only magnified. He did not see freedom or anything like it. 
^he closer he examined the m the clea rer he saw in them exaggerated 
examples of hu man bo ndage, exanjples of anxious care, of hmg puT 
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to trouble with the c onsciousness of bei ng put to tro uble, and with 
^ing put to trouble for one’s jewaM. T his is not frei^oih l Hjigis 
not happines ir Tt Ts slavery. Philanthropy is good. Thoughtful 
men will promote it to the best of their abihty. They will, however, 
recognize it as bondage to the affections. 

The essential cHairaHer of tiS bondage, however, suggests the 
possibility of escape from it. Here I paraphrase th e ope ning seirtence 
of Spinel’s uiiSniSiedT tract on the Improvement of the Understanding. 
“After experience had taught me how futile life usually is, when I 
became convinced that thmgs a re good and evil, not in themselves, 
but only as our affe ctions are Moi^d^ by them, I finally decided to 
asE’wEeSier there is a true good, one that gives its goodness of itself 
and b y which afone our affect ions might be aroused; nay, rather, 
whether there were something which when found and possessed, 
could be kept forever with perfect and unbroke n joy. ’* This sentence 
co nverts tlic s lavery into A e possibility of emancipation. Perhaps if 
would be better to say that slavery is here revealed as a possibility 
of transforming itself by its own method We can ^inozajis 
convinced, escape the dommion of our affectionk We are slaves of 
the love of something The character and scope of our slavery depend 
on the character and sco^ie of what we love. Is there then something, 
and can this something be found, which Fas the pou er to evoke a love“ 
'whfeh no other love can hihder''or Impair? Such a love wo uld bg 
^very,^t it wouIcTbe so'dDffefenf from all other kinds that it wou!3 
claim the name of freedom. It would Livoke no denial of man’.s 
affectionate natuie. It would involve the supreme exercise of that 
nature freedTlrom en^, hatred, malice and jealousy, freed from the 
ach ing anMety'bf the mind. The loves that enslave can be overcome 
only if there is and can be found an obj’ect which inspires a love that 
frees. , 

Can such an object be found? Spinoza thinks that we ought rather 
to ask. Wh at is the way to find it? What does trym g to find it involve? 
His answ er is: ‘Tt_myolves the discovery of the union of Ihe mind 
vnth the whole of Nature.” This is to involve a good deal. Befor e 
being staggered by the immensity of it, and exclaiming that a discovery 
so vast is beyond ordinary human power^ one may pause fo feSect 
j wheth er the oEjecF could be foimdJSUBbut that discovery. Charige ’ 
^ imion with the whole of tHttiire or to our place in the scheme 
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of things, and then it looks inevitable that, could we discover that 
union or £E3 that place, we ^oul d Ln ow whether that object can he 
found- ThiTis what S pinoza means. It reveals two of his deep-seated 
"convictLOTLs! One i s that we are what we are because o f our place in 
nature and' for no other reason^^i^ the other is that we are boxu^ 
to be^nusSaETe^ntT unhappy s o lon g a s we a re ignorant of what that 
place Is. This second conviction throws a new light on our Eonda^ 
’anJ'bur anxiety of^md^a^ also^ o n the possibility of escape from 
them. We are dissatisfied with the place we imagine ourselves to 
occupy. .We_find in it a competition of loves and not one sustaining 
love. We are haunted by the suspicion that it is not our proper place, 
that it IS not where we really belong. All this, tHinKr SpinozaTfs'S^r 
proof tha t we are ignorant of what our place is . Tor if~ we werefnoT^ 
how could we have all these doubts and perplexities about itT We 
have the sense of belo n gin g to something ^d we want to b flong to 
something which will fill us with an over masterin g lpy^_but we_are 
ignorant of wEaTtHat something is. If we knew what it is, Spinoza 
is convmceJ th at our wEole mental attitude would be changed . We 
should then see lifelira' Afferent perspective from that of from day 
to day. He tells us our glace is in nature and to nature we belong. 
And that, he thinks, ought to make us happy and free . It soun ds 
"easj^ j£inoza tel ls us it is difficult a nd rare. 

Having a place in nature and belonging to nature is not having a 
place in New York and belonging to New York. It might be a helpful 
exercise in understanding Spinoza, to put tlie two places side by side 
and observe their contrasted effects upon our attitude of mind. AVhich 
is the -larger place, which the securer? ^In which are we the more 
cabined and confined? In which is the im^ination the ampler and 
the more expansive? In which are we the more lifted out of ourselves 
to the contenjplation of imperishable tlimgs? In which do we feel the 
more intimately the pressure of something “deeply interfused whose 
dwelling is the light of settmg suns, and the round ocean and the blue 
air and in the mind of man?” Plac ed over against nature, in contrast 
an d in opposi tion to it, w 'e may shrink to w^ell-nigh nothm g. Placed 
in nature, as completely belonging to it — there then shrinkage or 
tomething else ? Being in and belonging to New York, Chicago, 
London, Paris, Berlin, Moscow,^Amsterdani, and being in and belong- 
ing to nature — Spinoza would us reflect on the difference and 
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discover what difference it makes, what difference in our attitude of 
mind and in the affections that arise within us. 

He would have us ‘carry the contrast into particulars. How do 
hunger, thirst and nakedness, poverty and riches, love and jealousy, 
friendship and enmity, health and disease, happiness and misery, life 
and death — how do they all look when we put ourselves in New York 
and belong to New York and when we put ourselves in nature and 
belong to nature? We may try the experiment at our leisure. Spinoza 
is convinced that if we try it thoroughly, our minds will find something 
different from that aching anxiety which destro)rs their peace. 

But w hat is our pla ce in nature? The question is now no longer 
one of geography. iTis not a matter of latitude and longitude. It is 
not even a matter of length of days or of personal biographies. It is 
not ascertained by chart and compass or by reference to the calendar. 
It is discove red by the mind. It is the same place as that of the sands 
of the desert, or of the stars, if you will It is a necessary plac e, a 
pla ce, t hat is, which nature does not and can not get on withou t ancT 
with out which neither we nor the sands of the dese rt can get on. It is 
the pl ace which eraBraces“all places and is all places embraced. iHsli 
belonging to all that can be belonged to and all that can Be belonged 
to_belongs_to^it. We must keep in mmd that this is the mind^s dis- 
covery. (^ographically it islionsensei ThebSonglngs, the property, 
of which it speaks, are not like those occasional possessions which pass 
from hand to hand. Although the mmd borrows its words from 
geography and getting and spending, it has discovered something else. 
It has discovered order, connection, mterdependence, integrity, com- 
pleteness, perfection. It has discovered essence, existence, idea and 
power. These do not define something to be found on a map or dated 
in a calendar. They define somethmg without which nothing can be 
nor be conceived. Without it there could be no sand® of the desert 
and no man to discover it. Put i t int o ^ definition with words which 
philosophers use, it turM out "to be the definitim of that which theo- 
logians name God. To b^ng to nature is to belong to what nal^, 
M, to belong to that without which neither the sands of the desert_nor 
tHe people of New York could be at all. Spinoza is convinced of this, 
in the light of Ais convirtion, he waTconvinced tiiat that true good 
Be sought could be found, that obj^ which coulif evoke a changeless 
love~ior ever, the mind’s love of God which is GodTIove itself. 
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Such yyere Spinoza’s conv ictions. They were not the Jesuit JtLhisi 
writing his book, hut the reason why he wrote it. By that I mean 
that hiTbooE'ffoes nofrepresent the way he arrived at his convictions, 
Giit ffiewaj^ he’oipressed them. He w as convinced himself and sought 
to convin ce others . He tries to convince them, not by persuasion. 
but ty demons tration ; not by havmg the sounds of great words impose 
upon^e h^rt, but by having a rigorous proof control the mind by 
its necessity. He se ems to have thought that there was but one 
possible way of doin g this and risked it, even if he made it very difficult 
to follow. Tt was thejway of geometry, t hat science which, ever since 
ifs exaltation by Plato and its demon^ation by Euclid, has exerted 
supremely the force of conviction over the human mind. Spinoza 
chose it and tried to_cast the.substance of what he had t o sa y in 
geometries^ form. He^cgui^with definitions which are to identify 
for himself and the reader the objects of his demonstrations, definitions 
oT what he means by such terms as “s ubstance,” “a ttribute ,” “mode,” 
‘^^37’^ HeloUows these with axioms or propositions which are not 
themselves proved,_ but a re to be a ccep ted for the proof of other 
propositions, as, for example, “Whatever can be conceived as non- 
existent, its essence does not mvolve existence.” Then he proceeds 
to propositions about substance and God with the demonstra tions of 
them. For example: Prop. L “Substance is by nature prior to its 
modes.” Demonstration. “This is evident from definitions 3 and 5 .” 
And so on through his five books, adding here and there explanations 
m discursive form for the assistance of the reader, 'in this way, with 
the force of geometry, he tried to convince others that his convictions 
were demonstrable. 

I have always seen in Sjunoza’s use of the geometrical method 
somethmg more than a technique of demonstration. T he patter n 
which the propositions^ of ^ometiy weave is like the pattern which 
Spinoza’s convictions weave It is a pattern which the eye does not 
see, but which the mind embraces and coinprehends. You can not 
spread the pattern out and make a map of it, yet you deal with figures, 
like triangles ^d ci rcles, which yon draw and which the eye does see, 
but which without the pattern could nmther be nor be conceived, as 
figures of just that kind, ^ cm jqf a nd triangles. The pattern is not 
stretched out in time, _yet' proposition follows proposition. Among 
them there is before and after, and they exemplify themselves in the 
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fleeting figures which you draw. But the pattern — the mind dis- 
covers that, and once discovered, it ^closes &at no single proposi£um 
can b e true unless' aUTHe othera are tnieT anJ'they Sui’ nbl "be trirt 
unless it is true, ^ey belo n g to it and it belon gs to them , '^eir 
]^ce in the pattern is its pl ace also . There is no choice place, nor 
any chosen figure. There is only perfection, the perfection of the 
pattern, ^ared ^ually Fy everythuig that falls under it. Apart from 
that falling under, the figures are inaccurately drawn triangles and 
untrue circles. Apart from the pattern, they are imperfect. Acknowl- 
edging their places in the pattern, they are perfect. It all sounds l&e 
Sj^oza’s convictions in geometrical terms — anxious man and desert 
sands transformed through the recognition of their place. 

~ I turn again to the book . It is abo ut ethics and ethics for Spmoza 
is the study of the life of freedom. In this study he puts God first 
for (^d is not the last resort of desperation, but the Erst resort a 
unde rstandmg. It may sound strange to many ears, to hear that 
air obje cts of knowledge , God i s tlie best and readiest known. It 
sounds strange because the cars have habituafiy heard that God i‘ 
the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and of the Christian Church 
He is, but not as he is said to be lie is the God of creation or o 
nature, first, and, consequently, might be the God of Christian ani 
of Jew. When the consequen ce alone is remembered andjdie fac 
that it IS a~cdnsequence forgotten, then God is a last resort and quii 
impossible to underst and. He behaves in an astonishing mannfa 
When, howwer, itjs remembered that he is the God of creation oto 
nature, then there lies nature before us like an open book to be read 
We ma y be puzzled about details and let them confuse our undel 
standmg, but when w^consider the matter carefully, we are nc 
conf used at all because then wc see that nature is the order cor 
nection of things and that t h e nund is engag ed with and is in tho 
order and connection. Wc need not be ignorant, b ecaus e we real' 
a re not, that th is order and connection is the vray that things an 
th e nun d are heU togetEer and that witEduT IF, t hings and the mir 
would not" be at ^ This knowledge," simple as it is, is profoun- 
Philosophers have turned it into a doctrine of subst ance. Thi 
explain to us how we are forced to say that substa nce is in a ll wa^ 
self-sufficient. J[t needs nothing outsi^ i tself an d is not hing ou^( 
Itself. p^ect, complete, infinite, with hifinite attributes, . 
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ssseace, existence, idea, and power are all id entical each with each . 
Because of it w hatever is, follows . Whate^ is, is m it and without 
it nothing can be or be conceived. This philosophers say 

Substance is. ~lt is als o what they sav nature is. When they forget 
bhristians" 4 nd Jews or ask what God is before he is the God of people, 
they say that God is substance. Integrated orde r ^n(^ conne ction. 
substanc e, nature , ultim a te essence, existence, idea, and power, Go d 
— tfiese are all oiUy differ ent e xpressions for that in wliich everything 
that is, is and wit hout which nothing can be nor be conce ived. Of 
nothing 3ie, t Sinks Spinoza, have we more i mmed iate or more certain 
kno wledge . On it knowledg e of everything else depen"3s. Into it_ow 
knowledge of every thing else must Se~litted, our know ledge of_tbe 
'nature and~origin of the mind, of the origi n and na ture of the affec - 
iGons, of human slavery and the forces of the affections, of hurnaa 
I&eeJomr and intellectual power . Then ethics has rounded out its 
‘study oT the IiTe of freedom. 

' The first part of the Ethics is a demonstration complete in itself, 
lanJ, twhnically consider^ _i£ t^_most perfec^qf all the ^ tsl It 
control the others. By that I mean that the others are fitted into it, 
*an^ that Is what Spmoza would have. We may study the mind in- 
•dependently if we want to, as the psychologist does. We may study 
our emotional and affectionate life in a similar way. So also we may 
4tudy human morals and institutions, as instrumentahties of better 
jteving. We may consider mdependently how we are let and hindered 
'and how free we arc to do what we would. Such studies, pursued in 
this independent way, fall short. They leave us witliout foundations. 
'They bewilder and disorganize the mind. Tlicy leave us in ultimate 
ignorance and jierjilcxity. There is war, not peace, in the camps of 
the learned. Perlurbaliones mentis, mental disturbances, find their 
home m schools. The reason is the attempt at independence of 
(approach This will not do for Ethics. It will not do for th ose who 
i want a life of freedom or a life of love. For such and for Ethics, all 
^owledge must be seen in its relation to knowledge of substance, of 
nature, of God. R must be seen geometrically as one sees circles and 
'triangles, not~as individuals in their isolation and imperfection, 
but in ^eir order and cgimectipn, having lieir place in the perfect." 
Tf we begin with God, thinks Sninoza. we shall not cease to be men, 
we shall not cease to work hard or to have troubles and pains, buf 
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our attitude of mind will be changed. . We shall not go through life 
gying, co mpl aining, a nd afraid. ~We shall not be docile, submissive , 
dissolute, or resolirte. Yl? s hall be something ^ite different. We 
shall belilie one who has found an object which creat es an irresistible 
love can not be lost, or taken away, or impaired sho^d others 
iove it too ^ 

Did Spinoza really prove all this? I wonder if that is an important 
or evena decenFiquestion to ask. If we must answer it, the answer 
seems to be “No” b ecause seriou s student s have repeat^Iy founff 
that his argument in its own terms is not convmcihg. ~But how much 
has an argument to do with a man’s convictions? It may clarify them 
to hunsdf and others whether it is~Muh(ror not '!^ejx)nvictions and 
their power we far more important than the argument. It is very 
important to discover what living in this world does do and can do to 
a man. It generates convictions. What are they? What are they 
worth? What is their power? These are better questions than. Is the 
argument sound? I have tried to exhibit what the convictions of 
Spinoza were and to indicate how he supported them argumentatively. 
The question of their power, I leave him to answer in his own con- 
cluding words if you will let me imagine him to be speaking English 
instead of Latin. 

“I have now finished what I wished to show about the power of the 
mind over the affections and about the freedom of the mind. From it 
all it is clear how much stronger and more powerful the wise man is 
than a fool who is moved by impulse alone. For the fool is not only 
agitated in many ways by external causes and has no real peace of 
mind, but he lives ignorant of himself and of God, and of things; as 
soon as he ceases to suffer, he ceases to be. But the wise man, in so 
far as he is considered wise, has a mind hard to disturb; conscious by 
an eternal necessity of himself and of God and of things, he never 
ceases to be and is always possessed of a mind truly at peice. If the 
way which I have shown leads to this, seems to be very difficult, yet 
it can be found. And surely it must be difficult, because it is so rarely 
found. For if deliverance were impromptu and could be had without 
great labor, how could it happen that almost everybody misses it? 
But all excellent things are as difficult as they are rare.” 
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ON THE IMPROVEMENT 
OR THE UNDERSTANDING 


Treatise on the Correction of the Understanding and 
on the Way in Which It May Be Directed toward 
a True Knowledge of Things 




On the Improvement of the Understanding 

Atter experilence had taught me that all the usual surroundings of 
social hfe are vain and futile; seeing that none of the objects of my 
fears contained in themselves anything either good or bad, except in 
so far as the mind is affected by them, I finally resolved to inquire 
whether there might be some real good having power to communicate 
itself, which would affect the mind singly, to the exclusion of all else: 
whether, in fact, there might be anything of which the discovery and 
attainment would enable me to enjoy continuous, supreme, and 
unending happiness. I say “I finally resolved,” for at first si^t it 
seemed unwise willmgly to lose hold on what was sure for the sake of 
something then imcertain. I could see the benefits which are acquired 
through fame and riches, and that I should be obliged to abandon 
the quest of such objects, if I seriously devoted m3rself to the search 
for something different and new. I perceived that if true happiness 
chanced to be placed in the former I should necessarily miss it; while 
if, on the other hand, it were not so placed, and I gave them my whole 
attention, I should equally fail. 

I therefore debated whether it would not be possible to arrive at 
the new principle, or at any rate at a certainty concerning its existence, 
without changing the conduct and usual plan of my life; with this end 
in view I made many efforts, but in vain. For the ordinary surround- 
ings of life which are esteemed by men (as their actions testify) to be 
the highest good, may be classed under the three heads — Riches, 
Fajn£„.and the Pleasures of Sense: with these three the mind is so 
absorbed that it has little power to reflect on any different good. By 
sensual pleasure the mind is enthralled to the extent of quiescence, 
as if the supreme good were actually attained, so that it is quite inca- 
pable of thinking of any other object; when such pleasure has been 
gratified it is followed by extreme melancholy, whereby the min d, 
though not enthralled, is disturbed and dulled. 

The pursuit of honors and riches is likewise very absorbing, especially 
if such objects be sought simply for their own sake,' inasmuch as they 

^This might be e^ilained more at large and more clearly I mean, by distinguiahing 
nches according as they are pursued for their own sake, or m furtherance of fame, 
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aie then supposed to constitute the highest good. In the case of fame 
the mind is still more absorbed, for fame is conceived as always good 
for its own sake, and as the ultimate end to which all actions are 
directed. Further, the attainment of riches and fame is not followed 
as in the case of sensual pleasures by repentance, but, the more we 
acquire, the greater is our delight, and, consequently, the more we 
are incited to increase both the one and the other; on the other hand, 
if our hopes happen to be frustrated we are plunged into the deepest 
sadness. Fame has the further drawback that it compels its votaries 
to order their lives according to the opmions of their fellow-men, 
Running what they usually shun, and seeking what they usually seek. 

When I saw that all these ordinary objects of desire would be 
obstacles in the way of a search for something different and new — 
nay, that they were so opposed thereto, that either they or it would 
have to be abandoned, I was forced to inquire which would prove 
the most useful to me: for, as I say, I seemed to be willingly losing 
hold on a sure good for the sake of something uncertain. However, 
after I had reflected on the matter, I came in the first place to the 
conclusion tliat by abandoning the ordinary objects of pursuit, and 
betaking myself to a new quest, I should be leaving a good, uncertain 
by "reason of its own nature, as may be gathered from w'hat has been 
said, for the sake of a good not uncertain in its nature (for I sought 
for a fixed good), but only in the piossibility of its attainment 

Further reflection convinced me that if I could really get to the 
root of the matter, I should be leaving certain evils for a certain good. 
I thus perceived that I was in a state of great peril, and I compelled 
myself to seek with all my strength for a remedy, however uncertain 
it might be— as a sick man struggling with a deadly disease, when he 
sees that death will surely be upon him unless a remedy be found, is 
compelled to seek such a remedy with all his strength, inasmuch as 
his whole hope lies therein. All the objects pursued by the multitude, 
not only bring no remedy that tends to preserve our being, but even 
act as hindrances, causing the death not seldom of those who possess 
them, and always of those who are possessed by them * There are 

or sensual pleasure, or the advancement of science and art But this subject is 
reserved to its own place, for it is not here proper to investigate the matter more 
accurately. 

•These considerations should be set forth more precisely. 
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many examples of men who have suSeied persecution even to death 
for the sake of their riches, and of men whoin pursuit of wealth have 
exposed themselves to so many dangers that they have paid away 
their life as a penalty for their folly. Examples are no less numerous 
of men, who have endured the utmost wretchedness for the sake of 
gaining or preserving their reputation. Lastly, there are innumerable 
cases of men who have hastened their death through over-indulgence 
in sensual pleasure. All these evils seem to have ansen from the fact 
that happiness or unhappiness is made wholly to depend on the quality 
of the object which we love. When a thing is not loved, no quarrels 
will arise concerning it — no sadness will be felt if it perishes — no 
envy if it is possessed by another — no fear, no hatred, in short no 
disturbances of the mind. All these arise from the love of what is 
perishable, such as the objects already mentioned. But love toward 
a thing eternal and infinite feeds the mind wholly with joy, and is 
itself unmingled with any sadness, wherefore it is greatly to be desired 
and sought for with all our strength. Yet it was not at random that 
I used the words, “If I could go to the root of the matter,” for, though 
what I have urged was perfectly clear to my mind, I could not forth- 
with lay aside all love of riches, sensual enjoyment, and fame. One 
thing was evident, namely, that while my mind was employed with 
these thoughts it turned away from its former objects of desire, and 
seriously considered the search for a new prmciple; this state of things 
was a great comfort to me, for I perceived that the evils w'cre not such 
as to resist all remedies Although these intervals were at first rare, 
and of very short duration, yet afterwards, as the true good became 
more and more discernible to me, they became more frequent and 
more lasting; especially after I had recognized that the acquisition of 
wealth, sensual pleasure, or fame, is only a hindrance, so long as they 
are sougly: as ends, not as means, if they be sought as means, they 
will be under restraint, and, far from bemg hindrances, will further 
not a little the end for which they are sought, as I will show in 
due time. 

•I will here only briefly state what I mean by true good, and also 
what is the nature of the highest good. In order that this may be 
rightly understood, we must bear in mind that the terms good and 
evil are only applied relatively, so that the same thing may be called 
both good and bad, according to the relations in view, in the same 
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way as it may be called perfect or imperfect. Nothing regarded-in'its 
' own nature can be called*^rfect or imperfect; especially when we are 
aware that all things which come to pass, come to pass according to 
the eternal order and fixed laws of Nature. However, human weak- 
ness cannot attain to this order m its own thoughts, but meanwhile 
man conceives a human character much more stable than his own, 
and sees that there is no reason why he should not himself acquire 
such a character. Thus he is led to seek for means which will bring 
him to this pitch of perfection, and calls everything which will serve 
as such means a true good. The chief good is that he should arrive, 
together with other individuals if possible, at the possession of the 
■j aforesaid character. WTiat that character is we shall show in due tune, 

* namely, that it is the knowledge of the union existing between the 

* mind and thp whole of Nature.* This, then, is the end for which I 
' strive: to attam to such a character myself, and to endeavor that 

many 3iould attain to it with me In other words, it is part of my 
Eappiness to lend a helping hand, that many others may understand 
even as I do, so that their understanding and desire may entirely 
agree with my own. In order to bring this about, it is necessary to 
understand as much of Nature as will enable us to attam to the afore- 
said character, and also to form a social order such as is most conducive 
to the attainment of this character by the greatest number with the 
least difficulty and danger. We must seek the assistance of Moral 
Philosophy^ and the Theory of Education; further, as health is no 
insignificant means for attaining our end, we must also include the 
whole science of Medicine, and, as many difficult things are by con- 
trivance rendered easy, and we can m this way gain much time and 
convenience, the science of Mechanics must in no way be despised. 
But, before all things, a means must be devised for improving the 
understanding and purifying it, as far as may be at the outset, so that 
it may apprehend things without error, and in the best possible way. 

Thus it is apparent to every one that I wish to direct aU sciences 
to one end and aim,* so that we may attain to the supreme human 
perfection which we have named; and, therefore, whatsoever in the 

'These matters are explained more at length elsewhere. 

*N B. I do no more here than enumerate the sciences necessary for our purpose; 
I lay no stress on their order. 

There is for the sciences but one end, to which they should all be directed. 
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sciences does not serve to promote our obj^t will have to be rejected 
as useless. To sum up the matter in a word, all our actions and 
thoughts must be directed to th« one end. Yet, as it is necessary 
that while we are endeavoring to attain our purpose, and bring the 
understanding into the right path, we should cany on our life, we 
are compelled first of all to lay down certain rules of life as provisionally 
good, to wit, the following: 

I. To speak in a manner mtelligible to the multitude, and to comply 
with every general custom that does not hinder the attainment of our 
purpose. For we can gain from the multitude no small advantages, 
provided that we strive to accommodate ourselves to its understandmg 
as far as possible; moreover, we shall m this way gain a friendly 
audience for the reception of the truth. 

II. To indulge ourselves with pleasures only in so far as they are 
necessary for preserving health. 

III. Lastly, to endeavor to obtain only sufficient money or other 
commodities to enable us to preserve our life and health, and to follow 
such general customs as are consistent with our purpose. 

Having laid down these preliminary rules, I will betake myself to 
the first and most important task, namely, the amendment of the 
understanding, and the rendering it capable of understandmg things 
m the manner necessary for attaining our end. 

In order to bring this about, the natural order demands that I 
should here recapitulate all the modes of perception, which I have 
hitherto employed for affirming or denying anything with certamty, 
so that I may choose the best, and at the same time begin to know 
my own powers and the nature which I wish to perfect. 

Reflection shows that all modes of perception or knowledge may be 
reduced tp four: 

I. Perception arising from hearsay or from some sign which everyone 
may name as he pleases. 

n. Perception arising from mere experience — that is, from experi- 
ence not yet classified by the intellect, and only so called because the 
given event has happened to take place, and because we have no con- 
tradictory fact to set against it, so that it therefore remains unassailed 
in our min d. 

ni. Perception arising when the essence of one thing is inferred’ 
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from another thing, but not adequately; this comes* when from some 
effect we gather its cause, or when it is inferred from some general 
proposition that some property is always present. 

IV. Lastly, there is the perception arising when a thing is perceived 
solely through its essence, or through the knowledge of its proximate 
cause. 

All these kinds of perception I will illustrate by examples. By 
hearsay I know the day of my birth, my parentage, and other matters 
about which I have never felt any doubt By mere experience I know 
that I shall die, for this I can affirm from having seen that others like 
myself have died, though all did not live for the same period, or die 
by the same disease. I know by mere experience that oil has the 
property of feeding fire, and water of extinguishmg it In the same 
way I know that a dog is a barkmg animal, man a rational animal, 
and in fact nearly all the practical knowledge of life. 

We deduce one thing from another as follows: when we clearly 
perceive that we feel a certain body and no other, we thence clearly 
infer that the mind is united to the body,^ and that their union is the 
cause of the given sensation, but we cannot thence absolutely under- 
stand the nature of the sensation and the union * Or, after I have 
become acquamted with the nature of vision, and know that it has 

*In thfs case we do not understand anything of the cause from the consideration 
of it m the effect This is sufficiently evident from the fact that the cause is only 
spoken of in very general terms, such as — there exists then something, there exists 
then some power, etc , or from the fact that we only express it in a negative manner 
— it is not this or that, etc In the second case something is ascnbed to the cause 
because of the effect, as ne shall showui an example, but only a property, never 
the essence. 

’From this example may be clearly seen what I have just drawn attention to 
For through this union we understand nothing beyond the sensation, the effect, 
to wit, from which we inferred the cause of which we understand notlTing 

•A conclusion of this sort, though it be certain, is yet not to be relied on without 
great caution, for unless we are exceedingly careful we shall forthwith fall into error. 
When things are conceived thus abstractedly, and not through their true essence, 
they are apt to be confused by the imagination For that which is in itself one, 
men imagine to he multiplex To those things which are tonceivcd abstractedly, 
apart, and confusedly, terms are applied which are apt to become wrested from 
their strict meamng and bestowed on things more familiar, whence it results that 
these latter are imagined m the same way as the former to which the terms were 
originally given. 
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the property of making one and the same thing appear smaller when 
far off than when near, I can infer that the sun is larger than it appears, 
and can draw other conclusions of the same kind. 

Lastly, a thing may be perceived solely through its essence: when, 
from the fact of knowing something, I know what it is to know that 
thing, or when, from knowing the essence of the mind, I know that 
it is united to the body. By the same kind of knowledge we know 
that two and three make five, or that two lines each parallel to a third, 
are parallel to one another, etc. The things which I have been able 
to know by this kind of knowledge are as yet very few. 

In order that the whole matter may be put in a clearer light, I will 
make use of a smgle illustration as follows Three numbers are given 
— it is required to find a fourth, which shall be to the third as the 
second is to the first. Tradesmen will at once tell us that they know 
what is required to find the fourth number, for they have not yet 
forgotten the rule which was given to them arbitrarily without proof 
by their masters, others construct a universal axiom from their expe- 
rience with simple numbers, where the fourth number is self-evident, 
as in the case of 2, 4, 3, 6; here it is evident that if the second number 
be multiplied by the third, and the product divided by the first, the 
quotient is 6; when they see that by this process the number is pro- 
duced which they knew beforehand to be the proportional, they infer 
that the process always holds good for finding a fourth number propor- 
tional. Mathematicians, however, know by the proof of the nine- 
teenth proposition of the seventh book of Euclid, what numbers are 
proportionals, namely, from the nature and property of proportion it 
follows that the product of the first and fourth will be equal to the 
product of the second and third, still they do not see the adequate 
proportionality of the given numbers or, if they do see it, they see it 
not by virtue of Euclid’s proposition, but intuitively, without going 
through any process. 

In order that from these modes of perception the best may be 
selected, it is well that we should bncfly enumerate the means necessary 
for attaining our end, 

I. To have an exact knowledge of our nature which we desire to 
perfect, and to know as much as is needful of Nature in general. 

II. To collect in this way the differences, the agreements, and the 
oppositions of thmgs. 



lO ON THE IMPROVEMENT OF THE UNDERSTANDING 

m. To learn thus exactly how far they can or cannot be modified. 

IV. To compare this result with the nature and power of man. 
We shall thus discern the highest degree of perfection to which man 
is capable of attaming. We shall then be in a position to see which 
mode of perception we ought to choose. 

As to the first mode, it is evident that from hearsay our knowledge 
must always be uncertain, and, moreover, can give us no insight into 
the essence of a thing, as is manifest m our illustration, now one can 
only arrive at knowledge of a thing through knowledge of its essence, 
as will hereafter appear. We may, therefore, clearly conclude that 
the certainty arising from hearsay cannot be scientific in its character. 
For simple hearsay cannot affect anyone whose understanding does 
not, so to speak, meet it half way. 

The second mode of perception® cannot be said to give us the idea 
of the proportion of which we are in search. Moreover its results are 
very uncertain and indefinite, for we shall never discover anything in 
natural phenomena by its means, except accidental properties, which 
are never clearly understood, unless the essence of the things in question 
be known first. \Vherefore this mode also must be rejected. 

Of the third mode of perception we may say in a manner that it 
gives us the idea of the thing sought, and that it enables us to draw 
conclusions without risk of error, yet it is not by itself sufficient to 
put us in possession of the perfection we aim at. 

The fourth mode alone apprehends the adequate essence of a thmg 
without danger of error. This mode, therefore, must be the one which 
we chiefly employ. How, then, should we avail ourselves of it so as 
to gain the fourth kmd of knowledge with the least delay concerning 
things previously unknown? I will proceed to explain. 

Now that we know what kind of knowledge is necessary for us, 
we must indicate the way and the method whereby we majl gain the 
said knowledge concerning the things needful to be known. In order 
to accomplish this, we must first take care not to commit ourselves 
to a search, going back to infinity — that is, in order to discover the 
best method for findmg out the truth, there is no need of another 
method to discover such method, nor of a third method for discovering 


*I shall here treat a little more in detail of experience, and shall examine the 
method adopted by the Empirics, and by recent philosophers. 
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the second, and so on to infinity. By such proceedings, we should 
never arrive at the knowledge of the truth, or, indeed, at any knowl- 
edge at all. The matter stands on the same footing as the making 
of material tools, which might be argued about in a similar way. 
For, in order to work iron, a hammer is needed, and the hammer 
cannot be forthcoming unless it has been made; but, in order to make 
it, there was need of another hammer and other tools, and so on to 
infinity. We might thus vainly endeavor to prove that men have no 
power of working iron. But as men at first made use of the instru- 1 
ments supplied by nature to accomplish very easy pieces of workman- 
ship, laboriously and imperfectly, and then, when these were finished, ; 
wrought other things more difficult with less labor and greater per- 
fection; and so gradually mounted from the simplest operations to 
the making of tools, and from the making of tools to the making of 
more complex tools, and fresh feats of workmanship, till they arrived 
at making, with small expenditure of labor, the vast number of com- 
plicated mechanisms which they now possess. So, in like manner, the 
intellect, by its native strength,'® makes for itself intellectual mstru- 
ments, whereby it acquires strength for performing other intellectual 
operations," and from these operations gets agam fresh instruments, 
or the power of pushing its investigations further, and thus gradually 
proceeds till it reaches the summit of wisdom. 

That this is the path pursued by the understanding may be readily 
seen when we understand the nature of the method for findmg out 
the truth, and of the natural instruments so necessary for the con- 
struction of more complex instruments, and for the progress of investi- 
gation. I thus proceed with my demonstration. 

A true idea'* (for we possess a true idea) is something different 
from its correlate (idealum), thus a circle is different from the idea 
of a circl* The idea of a circle is not something haidng a circum- 
ference and a center, as a circle has; nor is the idea of a body that 
body itself Now, as it is something different from its correlate, it is 
capable of being understood through itself, in other words, the idea, 

'“By native strength, I mean that not bestowed on us by external causes, as I 
shall afterwards explain in my philosophy. 

“I here term them operations* I shall explain their nature in my philosophy. 

“I shall take care not only to demonstrate what I have just advanced, but also 
that we have hitherto proceeded rightly, and other things needful to be known. 
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in SO far as its actual essence {essentia fortnalis) is concerned, may be 
the subject of another subjective essence {essentia objectiva).^ And, 
again, this second subjective essence will, regarded in itself, be some- 
thing real, and capable of being understood; and so on, mdefinitely. 
For instance, the man Peter is somethmg real; the true idea of Peter 
is the reahty of Peter represented subjectively, and is in itself some- 
thing real, and quite distinct from the actual Peter. Now, as this 
true idea of Peter is in itself something real, and has its own individual 
existence, it wiU also be capable of being understood — that is, of 
being the subject of another idea, which will contain by representation 
{objective) all that the idea of Peter contains actually {formaliter). 
And, again, this idea of the idea of Peter has its own individuality, 
which may become the subject of yet another idea; and so on, indefi- 
nitely. This every one may make trial of for himself, by reflecting 
that he knows what Peter is, and also knows that he knows, and 
further knows that he knows that he knows, etc Hence it is plain 
that, in order to understand the actual Peter, it is not necessary first 
to understand the idea of Peter, and stiU less the idea of the idea of 
Peter. This is the same as saying that, in order to know, there is no 
need to know that we know, much less to know that we know that 
we know. This is no more necessary than to know the nature of a 
circle before knowing the nature of a triangle.** But, with these ideas, 
the contrary is the case: for, in order to know that I know, I must 
first know. Hence it is clear that certainty is nothing else than the 
subjective essence of a thing: in other words, the mode in which we 
perceive an actual reality is certainty. Further, it is also evident 
that, for the certitude of truth, no further sign is necessary beyond 
the possession of a true idea: for, as I have shown, it is not necessary 
to know that we know that we know. Hence, agam, it is clear that 
no one can know the nature of the highest certamty, unless he possesses 
an adequate idea, or the subjective essence of a thing: for certainty is 

“In modem language, “the idea may become the subject of another representa- 
tion ” Objectivus generally corresponds to the modem “subjective,” formahs to 
the modem “objective ” — Tr 

'Observe that we are not here inquinng how this first subjective essence is innate 
m us. This belongs to an mvesligaUon mto Nature, where all these matters are 
amply explamed, and it is shown that without ideas neither aiSrmaUon nor 
negation nor volition are possible 
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identical with such subjective essence. Thus, as the truth needs no 
sign — it being sufficient to possess the subjective essence of things, 
or, in other words, the ideas of them, in order that all doubts may be 
removed — it follows that the true method does not consist in seeking 
for the signs 'of truth after the acquisition of the idea, but that the 
true method teaches us the order in which we should seek for truth 
itself,** or the subjective essences of thmgs, or ideas, for all these 
expressions are s)monymous. Again, method must necessarily be 
concerned with reasoning or understanding — I mean, method is not 
identical with reasoning in the search for causes, still less is it the 
comprehension of the causes of things: it is the discernment of a true 
idea, by distinguishmg it from other perceptions and by investigating 
its nature in order that we may thus know our power of understanding, 
and may so train our mind that it may, by a given standard, compre- 
hend whatsoever is intelligible, by laying down certam rules as aids 
and by avoiding useless mental exertion. 

Whence we may gather that method is nothing else than reflective 
knowledge, or the idea of an idea; and that as there can be no idea 
of an idea — unless an idea exists previously — there can be no method 
without a pre-existent idea Therefore, that will be a good method 
which shows us how the mind should be directed according to the 
standard of the given true idea. 

Again, seeing that the ratio existmg between two ideas is the same 
as the ratio between the actual realities corresponding to those ideas, 
it follows that the reflective knowledge which has for its object the 
most perfect being is more excellent than reflective knowledge con- 
cerning other objects — in other words, that method will be most 
perfect which affords the standard of the given idea of the most perfect 
being whereby we may direct our mind We thus easily understand 
how, in preportion as it acquires new ideas, the mind simultaneously 
acquires fresh instruments for pursuing its inquiries further. For we 
may gather from what has been said, that a true idea must necessarily 
first of all exist in us as a natural instrument, and that W'hen this idea 
is apprehended by the mind, it enables us to understand the difference 
existing between itself and all other perceptions. Tn this, one part of 
the method consists. 

Now it is clear that the mind apprehends itself better in proportion 
“The nature of mental search is explained in my philosophy. 
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as it understands a greater number of natural objects; it follows, 
therefore, that this portion of the method will be more perfect in pro- 
portion as the mind attains to the comprehension of a greater number 
of objects, and that it will be absolutely perfect when the mind gains 
a knowledge of the absolutely perfect Being or becomes conscious 
thereof. Again, the more things the mind knows, the better does it 
understand its own strength and the order of Nature; by increased 
self-knowledge it can direct itself more easily, and lay down rules for 
its own guidance, and, by increased knowledge of Nature, it can more 
easily avoid what is useless. 

And this is the sum total of method, as we have already stated. 
We may add that the idea in the world of thought is in the same case 
as Its correlate in the world of reality. If, therefore, there be anything 
in Nature which is without connection’* with any other thing, and if 
we assign to it a subjective essence, which would m every way corre- 
spond to the objective reality, the subjective essence would have no 
connection with any other ideas — in other words, we could not draw 
any conclusion with regard to it On the other hand, those things 
which are connected with others — as all things that exist in Nature 
— will be understood by the mind, and their subjective essences will 
maintain the same mutual relations as their objective realities — that 
is to say, we shall infer from these ideas other ideas, which will in turn 
be colinected with others, and thus our instruments for proceedmg 
with our investigation will increase. This is what we are endeavoring 
to prove. Further, from what has just been said — namely, that an 
idea must, in all respects, correspond to its correlate in the world of 
reality — it is evident that, in order to reproduce in every respect 
the faithful image of Nature, our mind must deduce all its ideas from 
the idea which represents the origin and source of the whole of Nature, 
so that it may itself become the source of other ideas. »■ 

It may, perhaps, provoke astonishment that, after having said that 
the good method is that which teaches us to direct our mind according 
to the standard of the given true idea, we should prove our point by 
reasoning, which would seem to indicate that it is not self-evident. 
We may, therefore, be questioned as to the validity of our reasoning. 
If our reasoning be sound, we must take as a starting point a true idea. 

’*To be connected with other things is to be produced by them, or to produce 
them. 
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Now, to be ceitain that our starting point is really a true idea, we 
need a proof. This first course of reasoning must be supported by a 
second, the second by a third, and so on to infinity. To this I make 
answer that, if by some happy chance anyone had adopted this method 
in his investigations of Nature — that is, if he had acquired new ideas 
in the proper order, according to the standard of the original true idea, 
he would never have doubted of the truth of his knowledge,*^ inasmuch 
as truth, as we have shown, makes itself manifest, and all things would 
flow, as it were, spontaneously towards him. But as this never, or 
rarely, happens, I have been forced so to arrange my proceedings 
that we may acquire by reflection and forethought what we cannot 
acquire by chance, and that it may at the same time appear that, for 
proving the truth, and for valid reasoning, we need no other means 
than the truth and valid reasoning themselves: for by valid reasoning 
I have established valid reasonmg, and, in like measure, I seek still to 
establish it. Moreover, this is the order of thinking adopted by men 
in their inward meditations. The reasons for its rare employment in 
investigations of Nature are to be found m current misconceptions, 
whereof we shall examine the causes hereafter in our philosophy. 
Moreover, it demands, as we shall show, a keen and accurate discern- 
ment Lastly, it is hindered by the conditions of human life, which 
are, as we have already pomted out, extremely changeable. There 
are also other obstacles, which we will not here inquire into. 

If any one asks why I have not at the starting point set forth all 
the truths of Nature in their due order, inasmuch as truth is self- 
evident, I reply by warning him not to reject as false any paradoxes 
he may find here, but to take the trouble to reflect on the chain of 
reasoning by which they are supported; he will then be no longer in 
doubt that we have attained to the truth. This is why I have begun 
as above. « 

If there yet remains some sceptic, who doubts of our primary truth, 
and of all deductions we make, taking such truth as our standard, he 
must either be arguing in bad faith, or we must confess that there are 
men in complete mental blindness, either innate or due to misconcep- 
tions — that is, to some external influence. 

Such persons are not conscious of themselves. If they affirm or 
doubt anything, they know not that they affirm or doubt: they say 

'nil the same way as we have here no doubt of the truth of oui knowledge. 
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that they know nothmg, and they say that they are ignorant of the 
very fact of their knowing nothing. Even this they do not affirm 
absolutely, they are afraid of confessing that they exist, so long as 
they know nothing; in fact, they ought to remain dumb, for fear of 
haply supposing something which should smack of truth. Lastly, 
with such persons, one should not speak of sciences: for, in what 
relates to life and conduct, they are compelled by necessity to suppose 
that they exist, and seek their own advantage, and often affirm and 
deny, even with an oath. If they deny, grant, or gainsay, they know 
not that they deny, grant, or gainsay, so that they ought to be regarded 
as automata, utterly devoid of mtelligence. 

Let us now return to our proposition Up to the present, we have, 
first, defined the end to which we desire to direct all our thoughts; 
second, we have determined the mode of perception best adapted to 
aid us in attaining our perfection, third, we have discovered the way 
which our mmd should take, in order to make a good beginning — 
namely, that it should use every true idea as a standard in pursumg 
its inquiries according to fixed rules Now, in order that it may thus 
proceed, our method must furnish us, first, with a means of distin- 
guishing a true idea from all other perceptions, and enablmg the 
mind to avoid the latter, second, with rules for perceiving unknown 
things according to the standard of the true idea, third, with an order 
which enables us to avoid useless labor. When we became acquainted 
with this method, wc saw that, fourth, it would be perfect when we 
had attained to the idea of the absolutely perfect Bemg This is an 
observation which should be made at tlie outset, in order that we may 
arrive at the knowledge of such a being more quickly 

Let^us then make a begmnmg with the first part of the method, 
which IS, as we have said, to distmguish and separate the true idea 
from other perceptions, and to keep the mind from confusing with 
true ideas those which are false, fictitious, and doubtful 1 intend to 
dwell on this point at length, partly to keep a distinction so necessary 
before the reader’s mind, and also because there are some who doubt 
of true ideas, through not having attended to the distinction between 
a true perception and all others. Such persons are like men who, 
while they are awake, doubt not that they are awake, but, afterward 
in a dream, as often happens, thmking that they are surely awake 
and then finding that they were in error, become doubtful even of 
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being awake. This state of mind arises through neglect of the dis- 
tinction between sleeping and waking. 

Meanwhile, I give warning that I shall not here give the essence of 
every perception, and explain it through its proximate cause. Such 
work lies in ihe province of philosophy. I shall confine myself to 
what concerns method — that is, to the character of fictitious, false, 
and doubtful perception, and the means of freeing ourselves therefrom. 
Let us then first inquire into the nature of a fictitious idea. 

Every perception has for its object either a thing considered as 
existing, or solely the essence of a thing. Now “fiction” is chiefly 
occupied with things considered as existing I will, therefore, consider 
these first — I mean cases where only the e.xistence of an object is 
feigned, and the thing thus feigned is understood, or assumed to be 
understood. For mstance, I feign that Peter, whom I know to have 
gone home, is gone to see me,’* or somethmg of that kind. With what 
is such an idea concerned? It is concerned with things possible, and 
not with things necessary or impossible. I call a thing impossible, 
when its existence would imply a contradiction, necessary, when its 
non-existence would imply a contradiction, possible, when neither its 
existence nor its non-existence imply a contradiction, but when the 
necessity or impossibility of its nature depends on causes unknown to 
us, while we feign that it exists. If the necessity or impossibility of 
its existence depending on external causes were known to us, we could 
not form any fictitious hypothesis about it, whence it follows that if 
there be a God, or omniscient Being, such an one cannot form fictitious 
hypotheses. For, as regards ourselves, when I know that I exist, I 
cannot hypothesize that I exist or do not exist,’® any more than I can 
hypothesize an elephant that can go through the eye of a needle; nor 
when I know the nature of God, can I hypothe.size that He exists or 
does not exlSit.®® The same thing must be said of the Chimera, whereof 

“See below the note on hypotheses, whereof we have a dear understanding, the 
fiction consists in saying that such hypotheses exist in heavenly bodies. 

“As a thing, when once it is understood, manifests itself, we have need only of 
an example without further proof. In the same way the contrary has only to be 
presented to our minds to be recognized as false, as will forthwith appear when we 
come to discuss fiction concerning essences 

*'’Observe, that although many assert that they doubt whether God exists, they 
have nought but his name in their minds, or else some fiction which they call God 
this fiction is not in harmony with God’s real nature, as we will duly show. 
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the nature implies a contradiction. From these considerations, it is 
plain, as I have already stated, that fiction cannot be concerned with 
eternal truths.*^ 

But before proceeding further, I must remark, in passing, that the 
difference between the essence of one thing and the essence of another 
thing is the same as that which exists between the reality or existence 
of one thing and the reality or existence of another, therefore, if we 
wished to conceive the existence, for example, of Adam, simply by 
means of existence in general, it would be the same as if, in order to 
conceive his existence, we went back to the nature of bemg, so as to 
define Adam as a bemg. Thus, the more existence is conceived gen- 
erally, the more is it conceived confusedly, and the more easily can it 
be ascribed to a given object Contrariwise, the more it is conceived 
particularly, the more is it understood clearly, and the less liable is it 
to be ascribed, through negligence of Nature’s order, to anything save 
its proper obj'ect. This is worthy of remark. 

We now proceed to consider those cases which are commonly called 
fictions, though we clearly understand that the thing is not as we 
imagine it. For instance, I know that the earth is round, but nothing 
prevents my tellmg people that it is a hemisphere, and that it is like 
a half apple carved in relief on a dish; or, that the sun moves round 
the earth, and so on. However, examination will show us that there 
is nothing here inconsistent with what has been said, provided we 
first admit that we may have made mistakes, and be now conscious 
of them; and, further, that we can hypothesize, or at least suppose, 
that others are under the same mistake as ourselves, or can, like us, 
fall imder it. We can, I repeat, thus hypothesize so long as we see 
no impossibility. Thus, when I tell anyone that the earth is not 
round, etc., I merely recall the error which I perhaps made myself, 
or which I might have fallen into, and afterward I hyjioihesize that 
the person to whom I tell it is stUl, or may still fall under the same 
mistake. This I say, I can feign so long as I do not perceive any 
impossibility or necessity; if I truly understood either one or the other 

shall presently show that no fiction can concern eternal truths. By an eternal 
truth, I mean that which being positive could never become negative. Thus it is 
a primary and eternal truth that God exists, but it is not an eternal truth that 
Adam thinks. That the Camera does not exist is an eternal truth, that Adorn does 
not think is not so. 
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I ^ould not be able to feign, and I should be reduced to saying that 
1 had made the attempt. 

It remains for us to consider h3rpotheses made in problems, whidi 
sometimes involve impossibilities. For instance, when we say; let 
us assume that this burning candle is not burning, or, let us assume 
that it bums in some imaginary space, or where there are no physical 
objects. Such assumptions are freely made, though the last is clearly 
seen to be impossible. But, though this be so, there is no fiction in 
the case. For, in the first case, I have merely recalled to memory 
another candle** not burning, or conceived the candle before me as 
without a fiame, and then I understand as applying to the latter, 
leaving its flame out of the question, all that I think of the former. 
In the second case, I have merely to abstract my thoughts from the 
objects surrounding the candle, for the mind to devote itself to the 
contemplation of the candle singly looked at in itself only, I can then 
draw the conclusion that the candle contains in itself no cause for its 
own destmction, so that if there were no physical objects the candle, 
and even the flame, would remain unchangeable, and so on. Thus 
there is here no fiction, but tme and bare assertions." 

Let us now pass on to the fictions concerned with essences only, or 
with some reabty or existence simultaneously. Of these we must 
specially observe that in proportion as the mind’s understanding is 
smaller, and its experience multiplex, so will its power of coining 
fictions be larger, whereas, as its understanding increases, its capacity 
for entertaining fictitious ideas becomes less. For instance, in the 
same way as we are unable, while we are thinking, to feign that we 

“Afterwards, whea we come to speak of fiction that is concerned with essences, 
it will be evident that fiction never creates or furnishes the mind with anything 
new, only such things as are already in the brain or imagination are recalled to the 
memory when the attenUon is directed to them confusedly and all at once. For 
instance, we Dave remembrance of spoken words and of a tree, when the mind 
directs itself to them confusedly, it forms the nouon of a tree speaking. The same 
may be said of existence, especially when it is conceived quite generally as entity; 
it is then readily apphed to all things occumng together in the memory. This is 
specially worthy of remark. 

“We must understand as much in the case of hypotheses put forward to explain 
certam movements accompanying celestial phenomena; but from these, when 
apphed to the celesUal moUons, we may draw concluaons as to the nature of the 
heavens, whereas this last may be quite different, espedally as many other causes 
are conceivable which would account for such motions. 
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are thinking or not thinking, so, also, when we know the nature of 
body we cannot imagine an infinite fly, or, when we know the nature 
of the soui,-^ we cannot imagine it as square, though anything may be 
expressed verbally. But, as we said above, the less men know of 
Nature, the more easily can they coin fictitious ideas, such as trees 
speaking, men mstantly changed into stones or mto fountams, ghosts 
appearing in mirrors, something issuing from nothing, even gods 
changed into beasts and men, and infinite other absurdities of the 
same kind. 

Some persons thmk, perhaps, that fiction is limited by fiction, and 
not by understanding, in other words, after I have formed some ficti- 
tious idea, and have affirmed of my own free will that it exists under 
a certain form m nature, I am thereby precluded from thinking of it 
under any other form For insfiince, when I have feigned (to repeat 
their argument) that the nature of body is of a certain kind, and have 
of my own free will desired to convmce myself that it actually exists 
under this form, I am no longer able to hyiiothesize that a fly, for 
example, is infinite, so, when I have hypothesized the essence of the 
soul, I am not able to think of it as square, etc But these arguments 
demand further inquiry. First, their upholders must either grant or 
deny that we can understand anything. If they grant it, then neces- 
sarily the same must be said of understanding, as is said of fiction 
If they deny it, let us, who know that we do know something, see 
what they mean. They assert that the soul can be conscious of, and 
perceive in a variety of ways, not itself nor things which exist, but 
only thmgs which are neither m itself nor anywhere else, m other 
words, that the soul can, by its unaided power, create sensations or 
ideas unconnected with thmgs In fact, they regard the soul as a sort 
of god. Further, they assert that we or our soul have such freedom 
that we can constram ourselves, or our soul, or even our soil’s freedom 
For, after it has formed a fictitious idea, and has given its assent 
thereto, it cannot think or feign it in any other manner, but is con- 
strained by the first fictitious idea to keep all its other thoughts in 
**It often happehs that a man recalls to mind this word soul, and forms at the 
same time some corporeal image as the two representations arc simultaneous, he 
easily thinks that he imagines and feigns a corporeal soul thus confusing the name 
with the thing itself I here beg that my readers will not be m a hurry to refute 
this proposition, they will, I hope, have no mind to do so, if they pay close attention 
to the examples given and to what follows. 
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harmony therewith. Our opponents are thus driven to admit, in 
support of their fiction, the absurdities which I have just enumerated; 
and which are not worthy of rational refutation.®* 

While leaving such persons in their error, we will take care to derive 
from our argument with them a truth serviceable for our purpose, 
namely, that the mind, in paying attention to a thing hypothetical 
or false, so as to meditate upon it and understand it, and derive the 
proper conclusions in due order therefrom, will readily discover its 
falsity; and if the thing h3rpothetical be in its nature true, and the 
mind pays attention to it, so as to understand it, and deduce the 
truths which are derivable from it, the mind will proceed with an 
uninterrupted series of apt conclusions; in the same way as it would 
at once discover (as we showed just now) the absurdity of a false 
hypothesis, and of the conclusions drawn from it. 

We need, therefore, be in no fear of forming hypotheses, so long as 
we have a clear and distinct perception of what is involved. For, if 
we were to assert, haply, that men are suddenly turned into beasts, 
the statement would be extremely general, so general tliat there would 
be no conception, that is, no idea or connection of subject and pred- 
icate, in our mind. If tliere were such a conception we should at 
the same time be aw’are of the means and the causes whereby the 
event took place. Moreover, we pay no attention to the nature of 
the subject and the predicate. Now, if the first idea be not fictitious, 
and if all the other ideas be deduced therefrom, our hurry to form 
fictitious ideas will gradually subside. Further, as a fictitious idea 
caimot be clear and distinct, but is necessarily confused, and as all 
confusion arises from the fact tliat the mbid has only partial knowledge 
of a thing either simple or complex, and does not distinguish between 
the known and the unknown, and, again, that it directs its attention 
promiscuously to all parts of an object at once without making dis- 
tinctions, it follows, /irst, that if the idea be of something very simple, 
it must necessarily be clear and distinct For a very simple object 

’'Though I seem (o deduce (his from experience, some may deny its cogency 
because I have given no formal proof I therefore append the following for those 
who may desire it As there can be notlung m Nature contrary to Nature’s laws 
since all things come to pass by fixed laws, so that each thing must irrefragably 
produce its own proper effect, it follows that the soul, as soon as it possesses the 
true conception of a thing, proceeds to reproduce m thought that thmg’s effects. 
See below, where I speak of the false idea. 
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cannot be known in part; it must either be known altogether or not at 
all. Secondly, it follows that if a complex object be divided by thought 
into a number of simple component parts, and if each part be regarded 
separately, all confusion will disappear. Thirdly, it follows that hction 
cannot be simple, but is made up of the blending of several confused 
ideas of diverse objects or actions existent in nature, or rather is com- 
posed of attention** directed to all such ideas at once, and unaccom- 
panied by any mental assent. 

Now a fiction that was simple would be clear and distinct, and 
therefore true; also a fiction composed only of distinct ideas would be 
dear and distinct, and therefore true. For instance, when we know 
the nature of the circle and the square, it is impossible for us to blend 
together these two figures, and to hypothesize a square cirde, any 
more than a square soul, or things of that kind. Let us shortly come 
to our conclusion, and again repeat that we need have no fear of con- 
fusing with true ideas that which is only a fiction. As for the first 
sort of fiction of which we have already spoken, when a thing is clearly 
conceived, we saw that if the existence of that thing is in itself an 
eternal truth, fiction can have no part in it, but if the edstence of the 
thing conceived be not an eternal truth, we have only to be careful 
that such existence be compared to the thing’s essence, and to con- 
sider the order of Nature. As for the second sort of fiction, which 
we stated to be the result of simultaneously directing the attention, 
without the assent of the intellect, to different confused ideas repre- 
senting different things and actions existing in Nature, we have seen 
that an absolutely simple thing cannot be feigned, but must be under- 
stood, and that a complex thing is in the same case if we regard sep- 
arately the simple parts whereof it is composed, we shall not even be 
able to hypothesize any untrue action concerning such objects, for 
we shall be obliged to consider at the same time the cavils and the 
manner of such action. 

These matters bemg thus understood, let us pass on to consider 
the false idea observing the objects with which it is concerned and 

“observe that fiction regarded in itself, only differs from dreams in that in the 
latter we do not perceive the external causes which we perceive through the senses 
while awake. It has hence been inferred that representations occurring in sleep 
have no connection with objects external to us We shall presently see that error 
is the dreaming of a waking man if it reaches a certain pitch it becomes delirium. 
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the means of guarding ourselves from falling into false perceptions. 
Neither of these tasks will present much difficulty, after out inquiry 
concerning fictitious ideas. The false idea only differs from the ficti- 
tious idea in the fact of implying a mental assent — that is, as we 
have already remarked, while the representations are occurring, there 
are no causes present to us wherefrom, as in fiction, we can conclude 
that such representations do not arise from external objects: in fact, 
it is much the same as dreaming with our e3'es open, or while awake. 
Thus a false idea is concerned with, or (to speak more correctly) 
attributable to, ^ the existence of a thing whereof the essence is known, 
or the essence itself, in the same way as a fictitious idea. If attributable 
to the existence of the thing, it is corrected in the same way as a ficti- 
tious idea under similar circumstances. If attributable to the essence, 
it is likewise corrected in the same way as a fictitious idea. For if the 
nature of the thing known implies necessary existence, we cannot 
possibly be in error with regard to its existence; but if the nature of 
the thing be not an eternal truth, like its essence, but contrariwise the 
necessity or impossibihty of its existence depends on external causes, 
then we must follow the same course as we adopted in the case of 
fiction, for it is corrected in the same manner. As for false ideas con- 
cerned with essences, or even with actions, such perceptions are neces- 
sarily always confused, being compounded of different confused per- 
ceptions of things existing in Nature, as, for instance, when men are 
persuaded that deities are present in woods, in statues, in brute beasts, 
and the like; that there are bodies which, by their composition alone, 
give rise to intellect, that corpses reason, walk about and speak; that 
God is deceived, and so on. But ideas which are clear and distinct 
can never be false: for ideas of things clearly and distinctly conceived 
are either very simple themselves, or are compounded from very 
simple ideias — that is, are deduced therefrom. The impossibility of 
a very simple idea being false is evident to every one who understands 
the nature of truth or understanding and of falsehood. 

As regards that which constitutes the reality of truth, it is certain 
that a true idea is distinguished from a false one, not so much by its 
extrinsic object as by its intrinsic nature. If an architect conceives a 
building properly constructed, though such a building may never have 
existed, and may never exist, nevertheless the idea is true; and the 
idea remains the same, whether it be put into execution or not. On 
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the Other hand, if any one asserts, for instance, that Peter exists, 
without knowing whether Peter really exists or not, the assertion, as 
far as its asserter is concerned, is false, or not true, even though Peter 
actually does exist. The assertion that Peter exists is true only with 
regard to him who knows for certam that Peter does exist. Whence 
it follows that there is in ideas sometliing real, whereby the true are 
distinguished from the false. This reality must be inquired into 
we are to find the best standard of truth (we have said that we ougl^ 
to determine our thoughts by the given standard of a true idea, and 
that method is reflective knowledge) and are to know the properties of 
our understandmg. Neither must we say that the difference between 
true and false arises from the fact that true knowledge consists in 
knowing thmgs through their primary causes, wherein it is totally 
different from false knowledge, as I have just explamed it: for thought 
is said to be true, if it involves subjectively the essence of any principle 
which has no cause, and is known through itself and in itself. Where- 
fore the reality (forma) of true thought must exist m the thought 
itself, without reference to other thoughts, it does not acknowledge 
the object as its cause, but must depend on the actual power and 
nature of the understanding. For, if we suppose that the understand- 
ing has perceived some new entity which has never existed, as some 
conceive the understanding of God before He created thmgs (a per- 
ception which certamly could not arise from any object), and has 
legitimately deduced other thoughts from the said perception, all such 
thoughts would be true, without bemg determined by any external 
object, they would depend solely on the power and nature of the 
understandmg. Thus, that which constitutes the reality of a true 
thought must be sought in the thought itself, and deduced from the 
nature of the understandmg. In order to pursue our investigation, 
let us confront ourselves with some true idea, whose object we know 
for certain to be dependent on our power of thinking, and to have 
nothmg correspondmg to it in Nature. With an idea of this kind 
before us, we shall, as appears from what has just been said, be more 
easily able to carry on the research we have in view. For instance, 
in order to form the conception of a sphere, I invent a cause at my 
pleasure — namely, a semicircle revolving round its centre, and thus 
producing a sphere. This is indisputably a true idea; and, although 
we know that no sphere in nature has ever actually been so formed. 
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the perception remains true, and is the easiest manner of conceiving 
a sphere. We must observe that this perception asserts the rotation 
of a semicircle — which assertion would be false if it were not associ- 
ated with, the conception of a sphere or of a cause determining a 
motion of the kind, or absolutely, if the assertion were isolated. The 
mind would then only tend to the affirmation of the sole motion of a 
q|inicircle, which is not contained in the conception of a semicircle, 
and does not arise from the conception of any cause capable of pro- 
ducing such motion. 

Thus falsity consists only in this, that something is affirmed of a 
thmg, which is not contained in the conception we have formed of 
that thing, as motion or rest of a semicircle. Whence it follows that 
simple ideas cannot be other than true — e g., the simple idea of a 
semicircle, of motion, of rest, of quantity, etc. 

Whatsoever affirmation such ideas contain is equal to the concept 
formed, and does not extend further. Wherefore we may form as 
many simple ideas as we please, without any fear of error. It only 
remains for us to inquire by what power our mind can form true ideas, 
and how far such power extends. It is certam that such power cannot 
extend itself infinitely. For when we affirm somewhat of a thing, 
which is not contained in the concept we have formed of that thing, 
such an affirmation shows a defect of our perception, or that we have 
formed fragmentary or mutilated ideas. Thus we have seen that the 
motion of a semicircle is false when it is isolated m the mind, but true 
when it is associated with the concept of a sphere, or of some cause 
determining such a motion. But if it be the nature of a thinking 
being, as seems, pnma facie, to be the case, to form true or adequate 
thoughts, it is plain that inadequate ideas arise in us only because we 
are parts of a thinking being, whose thoughts — some in their entirety, 
others in fragments only — constitute our mind. 

But there is another point to be considered, which was not worth 
raising in the case of fiction, but which gives rise to complete deception 
— namely, that certain things presented to the imagination also exist 
in the understandmg — in other words, are conceived clearly and 
distinctly. Hence, so long as we do not separate that which is distinct 
from that which is confused, certainty, or the true idea, becomes 
mixed with indistinct ideas For instance, certam Stoics heard, per- 
haps, the term “soul,” and also that the soul is immortal, yet imagined 
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it only confusedly; they imagined, also, and understood that very 
subtle bodies penetrate all others, and are penetrated by none. By 
combining these ideas, and being at the same time certain of the truth 
of the axiom, they forthwith became convinced that the mind consists 
of very subtle bodies, that these very subtle bodies carmot be divided, 
etc. But we are freed from mistakes of this kind, so long as we endeavor 
to examine all our perceptions by the standard of the given true idea^ 
We must take care, as has been said, to separate such perceptions 
from all those which arise from hearsay or unclassified experience. 

Moreover, such mistakes arise from things being conceived too 
much in the abstract, for it is sufficiently self-evident that what I con- 
ceive as in its true object I carmot apply to anything else. Lastly, 
they arise from a want of understanding of the primary elements of 
Nature as a whole; whence we proceed without due order, and confound 
Nature with abstract rules, which, although they be true enough in 
their sphere, yet, when misapplied, confound themselves, and pervert 
the order of Nature. However, if we proceed with as little abstraction 
as possible, and begin from primary elements — that is, from the 
source and origin of Nature, as far back as we can reach — we need 
not fear any deceptions of this kind. As far as the knowledge of the 
origin of Nature is concerned, there is no danger of our confounding 
it with abstractions. For when a thing is conceived in the abstract, 
as arenll universal notions, the said universal notions are always more 
extensive in the mind than the number of individuals forming their 
contents really existing m Nature. 

Again, there are many things in Nature, the difference between 
which is so slight as to be hardly perceptible to the understanding; 
so that it may readily happen that such things are confounded together, 
if they be conceived abstractedly. But since the first prmciple of Nature 
cannot (as we shall see hereafter) be conceived abstractedly or univer- 
sally, and cannot extend further in the understanding than it does in 
reality, and has no likeness to mutable things, no confusion need be 
feared in respect to the idea of it, provided (as before shown) that we 
possess a standard of truth This is, in fact, a being single®’ and 
infinite, in other words, it is the sum total of being,*® beyond which 
there is no being found. 

*’These are not attributes of God displaying His essence, as I will show in my 
philosophy. 

"This has been shown already. For if such a being ^ not eadst it would never 
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Thus far we have treated of the false idea. We have now to investi- 
gate the doubtful idea — that is, to inquire what can cause us to doubt, 
and how doubt may be removed. I speak of real doubt existing in the 
mind, not of such doubt as we see exemplified when a man says that 
he doubts, though his mind does not really hesitate. The cure of the 
latter does not faU within the province of method, it belongs rather to 
inquiries concerning obstinacy and its cure. Real doubt is never 
produced in the mind by the thing doubted of. In other words, if 
there were only one idea in the mind, whether that idea were true or 
false, there would be no doubt or certainty present, only a certain 
sensation. For an idea is in itself nothing else than a certain sensation; 
but doubt will arise through another idea, not clear and distinct enough 
for us to be able to draw any certain conclusion with regard to the 
matter under consideration; that is, the idea which causes us to doubt 
is not clear and distmct. To take an example: Supposing that a man 
has never reflected, or been taught by experience or by any other 
means, that our senses sometimes deceive us, he will never doubt 
whether the sun be greater or less than it appears. Thus rustics are 
generally astonished when they hear that the sun is much larger than 
the earth. But from reflection on the deceitfulness of the senses*' doubt 
arises, and if, after doubting, we acquire a true knowledge of the senses, 
and how things at a distance are represented through their instrumen- 
tality, doubt is again removed. Hence we cannot cast doubt on true 
ideas by the supposition that there is a deceitful Deity who leads us 
astray even in what is most certain. We can only hold such an hypothe- 
sis so long as we have no clear and distinct idea — in other words, until 
we reflect on the knowledge which we have of the first principle of all 
things, and find that which teaches us that God is not a deceiver, and 
until we know this with the same certainty as we know from reflecting 
on the nature of a triangle that its three angles are equal to two right 
angles. But if we have a knowledge of God equal to that which we 
have of a triangle, all doubt is removed. In the same way as we can 
arrive at the said knowledge of a triangle, though not absolutely sure 
that there is not some archdecciver leading us astray, so can we come 
to a hke knowledge of God under the like condition, and when we have 

be produced: therefore the mind would be able to understand more than Nature 
could furnish, and this has been shown above to be false. 

"That is, it is known that the senses sometimes deceive us. But it is only known 
confusedly, for it is not known how th^ deceive us. 
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attained to it, it is sufficient, as I said before, to remove eveiy doubt 
which we can possess concerning clear and distinct ideas. Thus, if a 
man proceeded with our investigations in due order, inquiring first 
into those things which should first be inquired into, never passing 
over a link in the chain of association, and with knowledge how to 
define his questions before seeking to answer them, he will never have 
any ideas save such as are very certain, or, in other words, clear and 
distinct; for doubt is only a suspension of the spirit concerning some 
affirmation or negation which it would pronounce upon unhesitatingly 
if it were not in ignorance of something, without which the knowledge 
of the matter in hand must needs be imperfect We may, therefore, 
conclude that doubt always proceeds from want of due order in 
investigation. 

These are the points I promised to discuss in this first part of my 
treatise on method. However, in order not to omit anything which 
can conduce to the knowledge of the understanding and its faculties, 
I will add a few words on the subject of memory and forgetfulness 

The point most worthy of attention is that memory is strengthened 
both with and without the aid of the understanding. For the more 
intelligible a thing is, the more easily is it remembered; and the less 
intelligible it is, the more easily do we forget it For mstance, a number 
of uncormected words is much more difficult to remember than the 
same number in the form of a narration. The memory is also strength- 
ened without the aid of tlie understandmg by means of tlie power w'here- 
with the imagination or the sense called common is affected by some 
particular physical object. I say partKular, for the imagination is only 
affected by particular objects. If we read, for instance, a single 
romantic comedy, we shall remember it very well, so long as we do 
not read many others of the same kind, for it will reign alone in the 
memory. If, however, we read several others of the same kind, we 
shall think of them altogether, and easily confuse one wnth another 
I say, also physical, for the imagination is only affected by physical 
objects. As, then, the memory is strengthened both with and without 
the aid of the understanding, we may conclude that it is different from 
the understanding, and that in the latter considered hi itself there is 
neither memory nor forgetfulness. What, then, is memory? It is 
nothing else than the actual sensation of impressions on the brain. 
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accompanied with the thought of a definite duration of the sensation.*® 
This is also shown by reminiscence. For then we think of the sensation, 
but without the notion of continuous duration; thus the idea of that 
sensation is not the actual duration of the sensation or actual memory. 
Whether ideas are or are not subject to corruption will be seen in my 
philosophy. If this seems too absurd to any one, it will be sufficient 
for our purpose if he reflect on the fact that a thing is more easily 
remembered in proportion to its singularity, as appears from the 
example of the comedy just cited Further, a thing is remembered 
more easily in proportion to its intelligibility; therefore we cannot 
help remembering that which is extremely smgular and sufficiently 
intelligible. 

Thus, then, we have distinguished between a true idea and other 
perceptions, and shown that ideas fictitious, false, and the rest, 
originate in the imagination — that is, m certain sensations fortuitous 
(so to speak) and disconnected, arising not from the power of the mind, 
but from external causes, accordmg as the body, sleepmg or waking, 
receives various motions 

But one may take any view one likes of the imagination so long as 
one acknowledges that it is different from the understanding, and that 
the soul is passive with regard to it. The view taken is immaterial, 
if we know that the imagmation is something indefinite, with regard 
to which the soul is passive, and that we can by some means or other 
free ourselves therefrom with the help of the understanding. Let no 
one then be astonished that before proving the existence of body, and 
other necessary thmgs, I speak of imagination of body, and of its 
composition The view taken is, I repeat, immaterial, so long as we 
know that imagination is something indefinite, etc As regards a true 
idea, we have shown that it is simple or compounded of simple ideas; 
that it shbWs how and why something is or has been made; and that 
its subjective effects m the soul correspond to the actual reality of its 
object. This conclusion is identical with the saying of the ancients, 

’“if the duration be indefinite, the recollection is imperfect, this everyone seems 
to have learnt from Nature For we often ask, to strengthen our belief in something 
we hear of, when and where it happened, though ideas themselves have their own 
duration in the mind, yet, as we are wont to determine duraUon by the aid of some 
measure of motion which, again, takes place by aid of the imagination, we preserve 
no memory connected with pure intellect. 
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that true science proceeds from cause to effect; though the ancients, 
so far as I know, never formed the conception put forward here that 
the soul acts according to fixed laws, and is, as it were, an immaterial 
automaton. Hence, as far as is possible at the outset, we have acquired 
a knowledge of our understanding, and such a standard of a true idea 
that we need no longer fear confounding truth with falsehood and 
fiction. Neither shall we wonder why we understand some things 
which in nowise fall within the scope of the imagination, while other 
things are in the imagination but wholly opposed to the understandmg, 
or others, agam, which agree therewith. We now know that the 
operations, whereby the effects of imagination are produced, take 
place under other laws quite different from the laws of the under- 
standing, and that the mind is entirely passive with regard to them. 
Whence we may also see how easily men may fall into grave errors 
through not distinguishing accurately between the imagination and 
the understandmg, such as believing that extension must be localized, 
that it must be finite, that its parts are really distinct one from the 
other, that it is the primary and single foundation of all things, that 
it occupies more space at one tune than at another, and other similar 
doctrines, all entirely opposed to truth, as we shall duly show. 

Again, since words are a part of the imagination — that is, since 
we form many conceptions in accordance with confused arrangements 
of words in the memory, dependent on particular bodily conditions — 
there is no doubt that words may, equally with the ima gination, be 
the cause of many and great errors, unless we keep strictly on our 
guard. Moreover, words are formed according to popular fancy and 
intelligence, and are, therefore, signs of things as existing in the imagin- 
ation, not as existing in the understandmg. This is evident from the 
fact that to ail such thmgs as exist only in the understanding, not m 
the imagination, negative names are often given, such as incorporeal, 
infinite, etc. So, also, many conceptions really affirmative are expressed 
negatively, and vice versa, such as uncreate, mdependent, mfinite, 
immortal, etc., inasmuch as their contraries are much more easily 
imagined, and, therefore, occurred first to men, and usurped positive 
names. Many things we a&m and deny, because the nature of words 
allows us to do so, though the nature of things does not. While we 
remain unaware of this fact, we may easily mistake falsehood for truth. 

Let us also beware of another great cause of confusion, which 
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prevents the understanding from reflecting on itself. Sometimes, 
while making no distinction between the imagination and the intellect, 
we think that what we more readily imagine is clearer to us; and also 
we think that what we imagine we understand. Thus, we put first 
that which should be last: the true order of progression is reversed, 
and no legitimate conclusion is drawn. 

Now, in order at length to pass on to the second part of this method, ** 
I shall first set forth the object aimed at, and next the means for its 
attainment. The object aimed at is the acquisition of clear and distinct 
ideas, such as are produced by the pure intellect, and not by chance 
physical motions. In order that all ideas may be reduced to unity, 
we shall endeavor so to associate and arrange them that our mind 
may, as far as possible, reflect subjectively the reality of Nature, both 
as a whole and as parts 

As for the first point, it is necessary (as we have said) for our purpose 
that everything should be conceived, either solely through its essence, 
or through its proximate cause If the thing be self-existent, or as is 
commonly said, the cause of itself, it must be understood through its 
essence only; if it be not self-existent, but requires a cause for its 
existence, it must be understood through its proximate cause. For, in 
reality, the knowledge of an efllect is nothing else than the acquisition 
of more perfect knowledge of its cause.“ Therefore, we may never, 
while we are concerned with inquiries into actual things, draw any 
conclusions from abstractions, we shall be extremely careful not to 
confound that which is only in the understanding with that which is 
in the thing itself. The best basis for drawing a conclusion will be 
either some particular affirmative essence, or a true and legitimate 
definition. For the understandmg can not descend from universal 
axioms by themselves to particular things, since axioms are of infinite 
extent, and do not determine the understanding to contemplate one 
particular thing more than another. Thus the true method of dis- 
covery is to form thoughts from some given definition. This process 

“The chief rule of this part is, as appears from the first part, to review all the 
ideas commg to us through pure inteUect, so as to distinguish them from such as 
we ima^ne; the distinction will be shown through the properties of each, namely, 
of the imagination and of the understanding 

’Observe that it is hereby manifest that we cannot understand anything of 
ature without at the same time increasing our knowledge of the first cause, or God. 
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will be the more fruitful and easy in proportion as the thing given be 
better defined. Wherefore, the cardinal pomt of all this second part 
of method consists in the knowledge of the conditions of good definition, 
and the means of finding them. I will first treat of the conditions of 
definition. 

A definition, if it is to be called perfect, must explain the inmost 
essence of a thing, and must take care not to substitute for this any 
of its properties. In order to illustrate my meanmg, without taking 
an example which would seem to show a desire to expose other people’s 
errors, I will choose the case of something abstract, the definition of 
which is of little moment Such is a circle If a circle be defined as 
a figure, such that all straight hues drawn from the center to the 
circumference are equal, eveiy one can see that such a definition docs 
not in the least explain the essence of a circle, but solely one of its 
properties Though, ,as I have said, this is of no imjxirtance m the 
case of figures and other abstractions, it is of great importance in the 
case of physical bemgs and realities: for the properties of things are 
not understood so long as their essences are unknown. If the latter 
be passed over, there is necessarily a perversion of the succession of 
ideas which should reflect the succession of Nature, and we go far 
astray from our object. 

In order to be free from this fault, the followmg rules should be 
observed in definition: 

I. If the thmg in question be created, the definition must (as we 
have said) comprehend the proximate cause For instance, a circle 
should, according to this rule, be defined as follows: the figure described 
by any hne whereof one end is fixed and the other free. This definition 
clearly comprehends the proximate cause 

II. A conception or definition of a thing should be such that all the 
properties of that thmg, in so far as it is considered by itseil, and not 
in conjunction with other things, can be deduced from it, as may be 
seen in the definition given of a circle: for from that it clearly follows 
that aU straight lines drawn from the center to the circumference are 
equal. That this is a necessary characteristic of a definition is so clear 
to any one who reflects on the matter that there is no need to spend 
time in proving it, or in showing that, owing to this second condition, 
every definition should be affirmative. I speak of intellectual affirma- 
tion, giving little thought to verbal affirmations which, owing to the 
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poverty of the language, must sometimes, perhaps, be expressed 
negatively, though the idea contained is affirmative. 

The rules for the definition of an uncreated thing are as follows: 

I. The exclusion of all idea of cause — that is, the thing must not 
need explanation by an3rthing outside itself. 

II. When the definition of the thmg has been given, there must be 
no room for doubt as to whether the thing exists or not. 

III. It must contain, as far as the mmd is concerned, no substantives 
which could be put into an adjectival form, in other words, the object 
defined must not be explained through abstractions. 

IV. Lastly, though this is not absolutely necessary, it should be 
possible to deduce from the definition all the properties of the thing 
defined. 

All these rules become obvious to any one giving strict attention 
to the matter. 

I have also slated that the best basis for drawing a conclusion is a 
particular affirmative essence. The more specialized the idea is, the 
more is it distinct, and therefore clear. Wherefore a knowledge of 
particular thmgs should be sought for as diligently as possible. 

As regards the order of our perceptions, and the manner in which 
tliey should be arranged and united, it is necessary that, as soon as is 
possible and rational, we should mquire whether there be any being 
(and, if so, what being) that is the cause of all thmgs, so that its essence, 
represented in thought, may be the cause of all our ideas, and then 
our mind will to the utmost possible extent reflect Nature. For it 
will possess, subjectively. Nature’s essence, order, and union. Thus 
we ran see that it is before all thmgs necessary for us to deduce all 
our ideas from jihysical things — that is, from real entities, proceeding, 
as far as may be, accordmg to the senes of causes, from one real entity 
to another real entity, never passmg to universals and abstractions 
for the purpose of either deducing some real entity from them or 
deducing them from some real entity. Either of these processes 
interrupts the true progress of the understanding. But it must be 
observed that, by the series of causes and real entities, I do not here 
mean the series of particular and mutable things, but only the series 
of fixed and eternal things. It would be impossible for human infirmity 
to follow up the series of particular mutable things, both on account 
of their multitude, surpassing all calculation, and on account of the 
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infinitely diverse circumstances surrounding one and the same thing, 
any one of which may be the cause for its existence or non-existence. 
Indeed, their existence has no connection with their essence, or (as we 
have said already) is not an eternal truth. Neither is there any need 
that we should understand their series, for the essences of particular 
mutable things are not to be gathered from their series or order of 
existence, which would furnish us with nothing beyond their extrinsic 
denominations, their relations, or, at most, their circumstances, all of 
which are very different from their inmost essence. This inm ost essence 
must be sought solely from fixed and eternal things, and from the 
laws, inscribed (so to speak) in those things as in their true codes, 
according to which all particular things take place and are arranged, 
nay, these mutable particular things depend so intimately and essen- 
tially (so to phrase it) upon the fixed things that they cannot either 
be or be conceived without them. 

Whence these fixed and eternal things, though they are themselves 
fiarticular, will nevertheless, owmg to then presence and power every- 
where, be to us as universals, or genera of definitions of particular 
mutable things, and as the proximate causes of all things. 

But, though this be so, there seems to be no small difficulty in 
arriving at the knowledge of these particular things, for to conceive 
them all at once would far surpass the piowers of the human under- 
standing. The arrangement whereby one thing is understood before 
another, as we have stated, should not be sought from their series of 
existence, nor from eternal things. For the latter are all by nature 
simultaneous. Other aids are therefore needed besides those employed 
for understanding eternal things and their laws; however, this is not 
the place to recount such aids, nor is there any need to do so, until 
we have acquired a sufficient knowledge of eternal things and their 
infalhble laws, and until the nature of our senses has become plain to us. 

Before betakmg ourselves to seek knowledge of particular things, it 
will be seasonable to speak of such aids, as all tend to teach us the 
mode of employing our senses, and to make certain experiments under 
fixed rules and arrangement which may suffice to determine the object 
of our inquiry, so that we may therefrom infer what laws of eternal 
thmgs it has been produced under, and may gain an insight into its 
mmost nature, as I wiU duly show. Here, to return to my purpose, 

I will only endeavor to set forth what seems necessary for enabling 
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US to attain to knowledge of eternal things, and to define them under 
the conditions laid down above. 

With this end, we must bear in mind what has already been stated, 
namely, that when the mind devotes itself to any thought, so as to 
examine it fend to deduce therefrom in due order all the legitimate 
conclusions possible, any falsehood which may lurk in the thought 
will be detected, but if the thought be true, the mmd will readily 
proceed without interruption to deduce truths from it. This, I say, 
is necessary for our purpose, for our thoughts may be brought to a 
close by the absence of a foundation. If, therefore, we wish to investi- 
gate the first thing of all, it will be necessary to supply some foundation 
which may direct our thoughts thither Further, since method is 
reflective knowledge, the foundation which must direct our thoughts 
can be nothmg else than the knowledge of that which constitutes the 
reality of truth, and the knowledge of the understanding, its prop- 
erties, and powers. When this has been acquired we shall possess 
a foundation wherefrom we can deduce our thoughts, and a path 
whereby the intellect, according to its capacity, may attain the knowl- 
edge of eternal things, allowance being made for the extent of the 
intellectual powers. 

If, as I stated in the first part, it belongs to the nature of thought 
to form true ideas, we must here inquire what is meant by tlie faculties 
and power of the understandmg. The chief part of our method is to 
understand as well as possible the powers of the mtellect, and its 
nature, we are, therefore, compelled (by the considerations advanced 
in the second part of the method) necessarily to draw these conclusions 
from the definition itself of thought and understanding. But, so far, 
we have not got any rules for findmg definitions, and, as we cannot 
set forth such rules without a previous knowledge of Nature, that is 
without a»definition of the understanding and its power, it follows 
either that the definition of the understanding must be clear in itself, 
or that we can understand nothing. Nevertheless this definition is not 
absolutely clear in itself, however, since its properties, like all things 
that we possess through the understandmg, cannot be known clearly 
and distinctly, unless its nature be known previously, the definition 
of the understandmg makes itself manifest, if we pay attention to its 
properties, which we know clearly and distinctly. Let us, then, 
enumerate here the properties of the understanding, let us examine 
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them, and begin by discussing the instruments for research which we 
find innate in us. 

The properties of the understanding which I have chiefly remarked, 
and which I clearly understand, are the following: 

I. It involves certainty — in other words, it knows that a thing 
exists in reality as it is reflected subjectively. 

II. That it perceives certain things, or forms some ideas absolutely, 
some ideas from others. Thus it forms the idea of quantity absolutely, 
without reference to any other thoughts, but ideas of motion it only 
forms after taking into consideration the idea of quantity. 

Ill Those ideas which the understandmg forms absolutely express 
infinity; determinate ideas are derived from other ideas Thus in the 
idea of quantity, perceived by means of a cause, the quantity is deter- 
mined, as when a body is perceived to be formed by the motion of a 
plane, a plane by the motion of a line, or, again, a line by the motion 
of a point All these are perceptions which do not serve towards 
understanding quantity, but only towards determining it. This is 
proved by the fact that we conceive them as formed as it were by 
motion, yet this motion is not perceived unless the quantity be per- 
ceived also, we can even prolong the motion so as to foim an infinite 
hne, which we certainly could not do unless we had an idea of infinite 
quantity. 

IV. The understanding forms positive ideas before forming negative 
ideas. 

V. It perceives things not so much under the condition of duration 
as under a certain form of eternity, and in an mfinite number, or 
rather in perceiving things it docs not consider either their number 
or duration, whereas, in imaginmg them, it perceives them in a deter- 
minate number, duration, and quantity 

VI. The ideas which we form as clear and distmet seem sq to follow 
from the sole necessity of our nature, that they appear to depend 
absolutely on our sole power; with confused ideas the contrary is the 
case. They are often formed against our will 

VII. The mind can determine in many ways the ideas of things 
which the understanding forms from other ideas: thus, for instance, 
in order to define the plane of an ellipse, it supposes a pomt adhering 
to a cord to be moved round two centres, or, again, it conceives an 
infinity of pomts, always in the same fixed relation to a given straight 
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line, or a cone cut in an oblique plane, so that the angle of inclination 
is greater than the angle of the vertex of the cone, or in an infinity 
of other ways. 

VIII. The more ideas express perfection of any object, the more 
perfect are they themselves, for we do not admire the architect who 
has planned a chapel so much as the architect who has planned a 
splendid temple. 

I do not stop to consider the rest of what is referred to thought, 
such as love, joy, etc They are nothing to our present purpose, and 
cannot even be conceived unless the understanding be perceived 
previously. When perception is removed, all these go with it. 

False and fictitious ideas have nothmg positive about them (as we 
have abundantly shown), which causes them to be called false or 
fictitious, they are only considered as such through the defectiveness 
of knowledge. Therefore, false and fictitious ideas as such can teach 
us nothing concerning the essence of thought; this must be sought 
from the positive properties just enumerated, in other words, we must 
lay down some common basis from which these properties necessarily 
follow, so that when this is given, the properties are necessarily given 
also, and when it is removed, they too vanish with it. 


[ The rest oj the treatise is wanting ] 
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Demonstrated in Geometrical Order and Divided 
into Five Parts Which Treat (i) of God; (2) of the 
Nature and Origin of the Mind; (3) on the Nature 
and Origin of the Emotions; (4) of Human Bond- 
age; or of the Strength of the Emotions;’ (5) of the 
Power of the Intellect; or of Human Liberty 




PART ONE 
Of God 


DEFINITIONS 

cause of itself I understand that whose essence involves 
enstence, or that whose nature cannot be conceived unless existing. 

l^'lhaF thing is called finite in its own kind (in suo genere) which 
can be limited by another* thing" of the same natur e. For example, 
a body is~call^ finite because we always conceive another which is 
greater. So a thought is limited by another thought; but a body is 
not limited by a thought, nor a thought by a body. 

JIJ^By substance I understand that which is in itself an d is con- 
ceiv^ through itself ; m otnef'wdBls, thill the conception of which 
Hoes not need the conception anaiher thing fron^^l^l^i^ it must be 
formed. ' 

I Vf^By attribute I.understand that which the intellect perceives of 
sucetance as constituting its essence. 

mode I understand the modifications of substance, or that 
which is in another thing through which also it is conceived 

VJs^By God I understand Bemg absolutely infinite, that is to say, 
substance consisting of infinite attributes, each one of which expresses 
eternal and infinite essence 

Explanation. I say absolutely infinite but not infinite in its own 
kind (in suo genere), for .of whatever is infinite only in its own kind 
(in suo gShere), we candeiiy iiiSiute attrib utes , but to the essence of 
th at wh ich is ab ao£S3y«Bffiqi1i|r pertai ns wha tever e xpresses essence 
and mvolv es no iii eiHftio»i. 

VJJr^That thing is called free which exists from the necessity of its 
OTTO nature alone and is determined to action by itself alone. That 
thing, on the other hand, is called necessary or rather compelled which 
by another is determined to existence and action in a fixed and pre- 
scribed manner. 

VIIXi By eternity I understand existence itself, so far as it is 
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conceived necessarily to follow from the definition alone of the eternal 
thing. 

Explanation. For such existence, like the essence of t he thing, 
is con ceived as an eternal truth . It cannot therefore be explainedliy 
duration or time, even if the duration be conceived without beginning 
or end. 


AXIOMS 

^Jt/^veiything which is, is either in itself or in another. 

.^[J/<rhat which cannot be conceived through another must be 
conceived through itself. 

^Ijb- From a given determinate cause an effect necessarily follov/s, 
a^id, on the other hand, if no determinate cause be given it is impossible 
that an effect can follow. 

The knowledge (fiognitio) of an effect depends upon and 
involves the knowledge of the cause. 

.^^,^hose things which have nothing mutually m common with 
one another cannot through one another be mutually understood, 
that is to say, the conception of the one does not involve the con- 
ception of the other. 

true idea must agree with that of which it is the idea (cum 
suo tdeato). 

essence of that thing which can be conceived as not 
existing does not involve existence. 

PROPOSITIONS 

PROPOSiriorj.-^ Substance is by Us nature prior to its modifications. 

Demonstration. This is evident from Defs. 3 and 5. 


"Pvtovosmo^J^f^wo substances having different attributes have nothing 
in corntmn with one another. 

Demonstraiion. This is also evident from Def. x. For each sub- 
stance must be in itse lf and must be conceived through it seff, that is 
to say, the c oncqition of one d oes not involve the co nception of_thf 
Oth^ — Q.E.I>. 
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Proposition two things have nothing in common luith one 

another, one cannot be the cause of the other. 

Demonstralion. If they have nothing mutually in common with 
one another, they cannot (Ax. s) through one ano ther be mutually 
understoo 37 ~and therefore (Ax. 4) one cannot be the cause of the 
olRer. — ^E.D. 


Proposition or more distinct things are distinguished from 

one anoUt^, either by the difference of the attributes of the substances 
or by the difference of their modifications. 

Demonstration Everything which is, is either in itself or m another 
(Ax. i), that IS to say (Defs. 3 and 3) , outside the intel l ect there is 
nothing but substances and their modifications . There is no thing 
therefore outside the intellect by which a number of things can be 
dis tihgu rsli^ ohe~lrom~anotHa:^ but substances o r (which is the 
same thing by DefT^j'tESr^ttFibut^and th eir m e difications. — at. e. ». 


PnoposiTiON^,-/» nature there cannot be two or more substances of 
the samenature or attribute. 

Demonstration. If there were two or more distmct substances, they 
must be distinguished one from the othe r by di fferen ce of attrib utes 
or difference of modifications (Prop 4). If they are distinguidied 
only by di^a~ence~br attr ibut es, it will b e gra nted that there is but 
one ^bstei^e of the same_atfribute But if they are distinguished by 
difference of nmdificatio ns, since s ubstance is prior by nature' to its 
modificatiops (Prop i), the modifications therefore being placed on 
o^ne side, and the sub stance bei ng~co hsrdereff~ih itself, "or, In other 
word^(Def. 3 and Ax 6), truly consideied, It cannot be concelvecT as 
(SiSng uished from another suEsta hee, th at~ 5 ~to say (Prop. tEefe 
cannot be two or m ore substances, but only one possessing the same 
nature or attribute. — q.e.d( 
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pROPOSin oN ^.^Owe substance cannot be produced by another substance. 


Demonstration. There cannot in nature be two substances of the 
same attribute (Prop. 5), that is to say (Prop. 2), two which h ave 
anything m common with one anotlmr. ^ And therefore (Prop. 3), 
one cannot be t he cau s e of the oth er, that is to sa y, one cannot b e 
produced by t£e other — q.e.d. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that there is nothing by which subst ance 
« can be produced, for in N ature there is not hing but substances and 
their modifications (as is evident from Ax. I and Defs. 3 and 5). But 
subst ance~ cannot be produced by subs tance (Prop. 6). Therefor^ 
absolutely there is nothmg by which subs tance c an be prod uced. 
— Q.E.D. 

Another Demonsiralton This corollary is demonstrated more easily 
by the reduclio ad absurdum For if there were anything by which 
substance could be produced, the knowledge of substance would be 
dependent upon the knowledge of its cause (Ax 4), and therefore 
(Def. 3) it would not be substance. 


Proposition^^J, It pertains to the nature of substance to exist. 

Demonstration. Ther e is nothing b y which substance can be 
produced (Cerol. Prop. Q. It wil l therefore be the caii ^ oT itseff , 
that is to say (Def i), its essence necessarily involves existence, or, 
in other w'ords, it pertains to its naHreTo exist — q e d. 


Proposition VI JI. Every substance is necessarily infinite. 

1 

Demonstration. Substance which h as on ly one attribute cannot 
exist except as one substance (Prop 5), and to the nature of thS one' 
subs t ance it per tains to e^st (Prop. 7). It must therefore from its 
nature exist as finite or incite. But it cannot exist as finite substanc^ 
for (Def. ^ it lnust ^ fmite_^ be limited by anot her substan ce of_t^ 
same nature, which also must necessarily exis^(Prop. 7)^and therefore 
there wduId'Be two substances of the same attribute, which is absurd 
^Ptop. s). It_erists therefore as mfinite substance., — q.£.d ^ 
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Note I. Since finiteoess is in truth partly negation, and infinitude 
absolute a ffimatW existe n ce some from Prop. 7 

alone tha t all s ubstance m ust be infinite. 

Note 3. I fully expect that those who judge things confusedly, and 
who have-not been accustomed to cognize things through their first 
causes, will find it difiicult to comprehend the demonstration of the 
seventh Proposition, since they do not distinguish between the modi- 
fications of substances and substances themselves, and are ignorant of 
the manner in which thmgs are produced Hence it comes to pass 
that they erroneously ascribe to substances a beginning like that 
which they see belongs to natural things, for those who are ignorant 
of the true causes of things confound everything, and without any 
mental repugnance represent trees speaking like men, or imagine that 
men are made out of stones as well as begotten from seed, and that 
all forms can be changed the one into the other. So also those who 
confound human nature with the divine readily attribute to God 
human emotions, especially so long as they are ignorant of the manner 
in which emotions are produced in the mind. But if men would attend 
to the nature of substance, they could not entertain a single doubt of 
the truth of Proixisilion ^ , indeeii tins proposition would be considered 
by all to be axiomatic, and reckoned amongst common notions. -For 
by “s ubstance” ivo uld be understood that which is in itself 
conceive^ through itself, or, in other words, that the knowledge of 
which does not need the knowledge of another thing. But by^*modi- 
^catlons’^ w diild be understood those things" which are in ano'tHer 
thing — those things the conception of which Is formed from the 
conception of the thing in which they are Hence we can have true 
ideas of non-existent modifications, since, although they may not 
actually exist outside the intellect, their essence nevertheless is so 
compr|||Ji*^J^ded in something else that they may be conceived through it. 
But the truth of substances is not outside the intellect unless in Ae 
substances themselves, because they are conceived through them- 
selves. If anyone, therefore, were to say that he possessed a clear 
and distinct, that is to say, a true idea of substance, and that he never- 
theless doubted whether such a substance exists, he would forsooth be 
in the same position as if he were to say that he had a true idea and 
nevertheless doubted whether or not it was false (as is evident to 
anyone who pays a little attention). Similarly if anyone were to affirm 
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Jiat substance is created, he would afSnn at the same time that a 
false idea had become true, and this is a greater absurdity than can 
be conceived. It is therefore necessary to admit that the existence of 
substance, like its essence, is an eternal truth. Hence a demonstratio n 
^whichT have thought worth whUe to append^ by a different method 
is poss ible , showing that there are not two substances possessing t he 
same natur e. But in order to prove this methodically it is to be noted, 
first, that the true definition of any one thing neither involves nor 
expresses anything except the nature of the thing defined. From 
whi^it follows, secondly, that a definition docs not involve or express 
any certain number of individuals, since it expresses nothing but the 
nature of the thing defined. For exampl e, the defimtiqn of a triangle 
ej^resses nothing but the simple nature of a triangle, and not any 
certain numbe£of tri angle s Thirdly, it is to be observ^ed that of eve;y 
existmg thing thcie is some cert lin cauie by reason of which rfexists 
l^ourthly and finally, it is to be observed that this cause by reason of 
which a thing exists must either be contained in the nature itself and 
dehiiltion of the existing thing pimply because it pertains to^Bi c 
nature of tlie thin g to exist ), or it mus t exist outside tli^ diing* This 
being granted, it foll o ws that if a certa in number of individuals exi^ 
in nat ure ther e mu st necessarily be a cause why those individuals, 
and neither more nor fewer, exist If, for example, there are twenty 
"men in existence (whom, for the sake of greater clearness, I suppose 
existmg at the same time, and that no others existed before them), 
it will not be sufficient, in order tliat we may give a reason why tw'cnty 
men exist, to give a cause for human nature generally, but it will be 
necessary, in addition, to give a reason why neither more nor fewer 
than twenty exist, since, as we have already observed under the third 
head, there must necessirily be a cause why each exists. But this 
cause (as we have shown under the second and third heads) ^‘annot 
be contained in human nature itself, since the true definition of a man 
does not involve the number twenty, and therefore (by the fourth 
head) the cause why these twenty men exist, and consequently the 
cause why each exists, must necessarily he outside each one; and 
therefore we must conclude generally that whenever it is possible for 
several individuals of the same nature to exist, there must necessarily 
be an external cause for their existence. 

Since now it pertains to the nature of substance to exist (as we have 
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shown in this note) , its definition must in volve necessary existence, 
and consequently from its definition alone its existenc e jnust^Be 
’con cluded . But from its defin ition (as we have already shown under 
the second and third heads) the ex istence of more substar^sjthan 
one cannot' be deduced . It follow s^hcrefM^ fr om this d efinifioh 
n^^aril^ that there cannot be two substances possessi ng the s ame 
nature. 


Proposition more reality or being a thing possesses, the more 

attributes belong to it. 

Demonstration. This is evident from Dtf . 4. 


Proposition '^Each attribute of a substance must be conceived through 
Itself. 

Demonstration. For an attribute is tlmt which the intellect pe rceives 
of substance, as IT constituting its essence (Def. 4), an d there fore 
(DeE ^Tt muit^e conceived througli Itself — q i- d. 

Note. From •this It Is ^parent that although two at^bi^es 
be conceive d as really distm ct — ^Jhat is to say, one without t he 
assistance of the other — we cann ot nevertheless thence conclude 
tTfiat they constitute two beings or two different substances, for this 
is the nature of substance that each of its attributes is concmve3 
through it^lf, since all the attributes which substance possesses were 
al^ys in it together, nor could one be produced by another, but each 
expresses the reality mTielng" of substance It is very far from bemg 
absurd, Jberefore, to inscribe to one substance a number of attributes, 
ance no thing in Nature Is clearer than that each being niust be’eon- 
ceived under some attribute, luid the more reality orjbeing it ^s,_t^ 
more attributes it possesses expressmg necessity or eternity and 
mfini^. Nothing consequently is clearer than that Being absolutely 
infinite is n ecessarily define d, as we have shown (Def. 6), as~B eIng 
which consists of infinite attributes, each one of which e xpresses a 
certain essence, eteiml and infinite. But if anyone now asks by what 
sign, therefore, we may distinguish between substances, let him read 
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the following propositions, which show t hat in Na ture only on e sub - 
stance exists, and that it is absolutely infinite. For this reason that 
sign would be sought for in vain. 


Proposition or substance consisting of infinite attributes, each 

one of wmch expresses eternal and infinite essence, necessarily 
exists. 

Demonstration. If this be den ied, conce ive, if it be possible, t hat 
God does not exist Then ItToUows (Ax. 7) that His essence does not 
involve existence. But this (Prop. 7) is absurd. Therefore God 
necessarily exists — q e d. 

Another demonstration. For the existence or non-existence_of 
everything there must be a reason or c ause . For example, if a triangle 
exists there must be a rSson or cause why it exists; and if it does not 
exist there must be a reason or cause which hinders its existence or 
which negates it But this reason or cause mus t either be cont^ed 
in the nature of the thing or he ou tside it _Foi example^ the nature 
oftEe'tHmglfselF^oVs the re ason why a square circle does not exist, 
the reason being that a itjuare circle Involves a contradiction And 
the reason, on the other hand, why substance exists follows from its 
nature aloi^ wErch~ invoTves existence (see Prop. 7) But the reason 
why a circle or triangle exists or does not exist is not drawn from their 
nature, but from the order of corporeal nature generally, for from that 
it must follow either that a triangle necessarily exists or that it is 
impossible for it to exist But this is self-evident Therefore it 
follows that if there be no cause nor reason which hinders a thing 
from existing it exists necessarily. If, therefore, there be n o reason 
nor~cau se~ which hinders God from exi.sting or which negfes His 
existence, we must conclude~~ab solut ely th at He necessarily exists. 
But if there be such a reason or ;xiuse it must be either in th e nature 
itself of Go 3 or must Ke outside it, that is to say, in another substance 
of another nature . For if the r eason lay in a substan ce of th e same 
nature, the exist ence of God would be by this very fact admit ted 
But sub stance possessing another nature could have nothing in 
common with God (Prop. 2), and therefore could^nofgrve’HinrexisiP 
ence n or neg ate it . Since, tEerefore, the reason or cause wliicli could 
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negate the divine existence cannot be outside the divi ne nature , 
it wiiFnecessariiy, supposing that the divine nature does not exist, 
be in His hatuTeltseTf, which would therefore involve & Contradiction. 
But to affijm this o^ the Being absolutely infinite and consummately 
"^rfect is absurd. Therefore, neither in God nor outside God is there 
any cause or reason which can negate H i s exis tence, and therefore 
God necessarily exists — q.e d. 

Another demonstration Inability to exist is impotence, and, on the 
other hand, ability to exist is power, as is self-evident. Ifj therefore, 
there is nothing which necessanly exists except things Snite, it follows 
that tE mgs fin ite a re mor^ power ful than the absolutely infinite 
Being, and this (as is self-evident) is absur d, therefore, either nothing 
exists or Being absolutely infinite also necessarily exists. But we our- 
selves~ ^5t, ^therln ourselves or in som^hing else which necessarl^ 
exists (Ax. I and Prop. 7). Therefore, the Being absolutely j^nite — 
that is to say (Def. 6) , God — nece ssarily exists — q e D. 

Note In this last demonstration I wished to prove the existence 
of God a posteriori, in order that the demonstration might be the more 
easily understood, and not because the existence of God docs not follow 
a prion from the same grounds. For since ability t o exist i s power , 
it fol lows that th e more realit y belongs to the nature of anything , 
the gr eater is the power for existence it derives from itself; and it also 
foUows^therefore, that the Bemg absolutely infinite, or God, has from 
Himself an alisolutelyTnfinite power ^existence, and that H e ther efore 
necessarily exists!^ Many persons, nevertheless, w3l perhaps not be 
^e easily fo see the force of this demonstration, because they have 
been accustomed to contemplate those things alone which flow from 
external causes, and they see also that those things which are quickly 
produced from these causes, that is to say, which easily exist easily 
perish, whilst, on the other hand, they adjudge those thmgs to be more 
difficult to produce, that is to say, not so easy to bring into existence, 
to which they conceive more properties pertam. In order that these 
prej'udices may be removed I do not need here to show in what respect 
this saying, “What is quickly made quickly perishes,” is true, nor to 
inquire whether, looking at the whole of Nature, all things are or are 
not equally easy. But this only it will be sufficient for me to observe: 
that I do not speak of things which are produced by external causes, 
but that I speak of substances alone which (Prop. 6) can be produced 
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by no external cause. For what ever perfe ction or reality th ose ttogs 
may have which are produced by external causes, whether ^ey con- 
ast of many parts or of few, they owe it all to the virtue oT a^extemal 
cau¥e, and therefore their existence springs* from the perfection of aji 
Eternal cause alone and not from their own On the other han d, 
whatever perfection substance has is due to no external c^se. JTiere- 
for^ its existence must follow from its nature alone, and is, therefore, 
nothing else than its essen ce Perfection ronsequen tly does not 
prevent the existence of a thing but establish es it , im perfection, on 
the other hand, prevents existence, and so of no existeime can we be 
more sure than of the existence of the Being absolutely infinite or 
^rfect, that is to say, God ' For s ince I Iis e ssence shuts out all 
mperfe ctroh~and in volves absolute p erfection, for this very reason 
all cause of doubt concernmg His existence is tiiken away, and th e 
highest certainty concerning it Is given — a truth which I trust will 
be evident to anyone who bestows only moderate attention. 

Proposition allnbule of substance can be truly conceived 

from which u follows that substance can be divided. 

Demonstration. F or the parts into which substanc e thus connived 
would be divided wDl or will not retain the nature of substance, 
ifth ey retai n it, t hen (Prop 8) each part will be infinite, and (Prop. 6) 
thTcause of itself, and will consist of an attribute differing from that 
^any other part (Prop 5) , so t hat from one substance more sub- 
itances could be formed, which (Prop 6) is absurd. ^Moreover, the 
^rts *(Prop. 2) would have noilung in common with tlieir whole, 
and the whole (Def. 4 and Prop 10) could be and could be conceived 
without its parts, which no one will doubt to be an absurdit}^’ But if 
t he second case be supposed, namely, that the parts will not retain 
the nature of substance, then, since the w'hole substance mig ht be 
divided i nto equal parts, it w ould lose the n ature of substance and 
cease to be, which (Prop. 7) is absurd._ 
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Proposition 


Substance absolutely infinite is indivisible. 


Demonstration. For if it were di visi ble, the parts into which it would i 
be divided will or will not retain the nature of substance absolutely 
infinite. If thiq^ retain it there will be a plurahty of substances po s- 
sessing the same nature, which (Prop. Q is absurd . If the second ^ 
rase b e supposed, then (as above ) substance abso lutely infinite can 
c ease to be, which (Prop, i i) is also absurd. ” 

Corollary. Henc e it fol lows that no s ubstance, and consequently n o 
bodily substance in so far as it is substance, is divisible. 

Note. That substance~is mSvisIBre is more easily to be understood 
from this consideration alone — that the nature of substance c annot 
be conceived unless as infinite,^and that by a part of substance nothmg 
else ran be understood than finite substance, wWci (Prop. 8) inv olves 
a manifest contradiction. 


Proposition 3QV, Besides God no substance can be nor can be con- 
ceived. ^ 

Danonstration. Since God is Being absolutely infinite, of whom n o 
attribute can be denied which expresses the essence of substance 
(r>ef. 6), and since He necessarily exists (Prop, ii), it follows that if 
_ there were any substance besides God,_it would have to be explained 
by so me attribute of God,_and thus tw o substances would exist pos- 
sessii^ the rame attnbutej^ which (Prop s)_is_ absurd, and the refore 
there cannot be any substance except God, and consequently none 
othM^n be conefiveJ . For if any other could be concei\ed, it woul<^ 
necessarily be conceived as existmg, and this (by the first part of this 
demons^tation) is absurd. Therefore, besides God no sub stan c e can 
be nor can be conce ived. — q.l d. 

Corollary i. Hence it follows with the greatest clearness, firstly , 
^at God is on^ that is to say (Def. 6), in Nat ure there is tut on^ 
substanra, and it is abs olutel 3 rinfinite, as (Note, Prop. lo) we ha^ 
already intimated. 

Corollary 2 . It fo llows, secondly, that the thing extended {rem 
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extensam ) and the thing thinking {rent cogUantem) are either attributes 
of God or'^Ax. I) modifications of the attributes of (jod. ' ‘ ’ 


Ps.ovosmo^^^l^f'Whatever ts, is tn God, and nothing can either be or 
be conceived mlhout God 

Demonstration. Besides God there is no substance, nor can any b e 
conceived (Prop. 14)^ that is to say (Dcf nothing whi c h is m itself 
and IS conceiv ed t hrough itself_ But modes (Def 5) can ne ither be 
nor be conceived without substance; therefore in the divine nature 
only can the y be, and through it alone can they be conceivedT _^t 
besides substances and modes noting is assumed (Ax. i) Th erefo re, 
nothing can be or be concmvcd ■without God. — q e D. 

Note. There are those who imagine God to be like a man, composed 
of body and soul and subject to passions, but it is clear enough from 
what has already been demonstrated how far off men who believe this 
are from the true knowledge of God But these I dismiss, for all men 
who have m any way looked into the divme nature deny that God is 
corporeal. That He cannot be so they conclusively prove by showing 
that by “body” we understand a certain quantity possessing length, 
breadth, nnd depth, limited by some fixed form, and that to attribute 
these to God, a bemg absolutely infinite, is the greatest absurdity 
But yet at the same time, from other arguments by which they 
endeavor to confirm their proof, they clearly show that they remove 
altogether from the dinne nature substance itself corporeal or ex- 
tended, affirming that it was created by God. By what divine power, 
however, it could have been created they are altogether ignorant, so 
that it is clear they do not imderstand what they themselves say. 
But I have demonstrated, at least in my own opmion, with sufficient 
clearness i^ee CoroT Prop. 6 and Note 2, Prop 8)^ IKal^ho subst ance 
can be produced or created by another being (ab alio). Moreover 
(Prop. 14), we have shown that besides God n o substance caiT Ee nor 
can be concaved; and hence we have concluded that extended sub- 
stan ce is one o f the incite at tributes of Gcd. But for the M^Ee^'a 
fuller explanation I will refute my adversanes’ arguments, which, 
taken altogether, come to this: first, that corporeal substance, in so 
far as it is substance, consists, as they suppose, of parts, and therefore | 
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they deny that it can be infinite, and consequently that it can pertainj 
to Gk)d. This thqr illustrate by many examples, one or two of whichj 
I will adduce. If corporeal substance, they say, be infinite, let us 
conceive it to be divided into two parts, each part, therefore, will be 
either finite or infinite If each part be finite, then the infinite is 
composed of two finite parts, which is absurd If each part be infinite, 
there is then an infinite twice as great as another infinite, which is I 
also absurd Again, if infinite quantity be measured by equal parts 
of a foot each, it must contain an infinite number of such parts, and 
similarly if it be measured by equal parts of an mch each , and there- 
fore one infinite number wiU be twelve times greater than another 
infinite number Lastly, if from one point of any infinite quantity it 
be imagined that two lines, AB, AC, which at first are at a certain 
and determinate distance from one another, 
be infinitely extended, it is plain that the 
distance between B and C will be contin- 
ually increased, and at length from being 
determmate will be indeterminable Smee 
therefore these absurdities follow, as they 

think, from supposing quantity to be infinite, they conclude that cor- 
poreal substance must be finite, and consequently cannot pertain to 
the essence of God. A second argument is assumed from the absolute 
perfection of God. For God, they say, since He is a being absolutely 
perfect, cannot suffer, but corporeal substance, smee it is divisible, 
can suffer, it follows, therefore, that it does not pertam to God’s essence. 
These are the arguments which I find in authors, by which they en- 
deavor to show that corporeal substance is unworthy of the divine 
nature and cannot pertain to it. But anyone who wiU properly attend 
will discover that I have already answered these arguments, since the 
sole foundation of them is the supposition that bodily substance con- 
sists of parts — a supposition which (Prop. izandCorol. Prop. 13) I have 
shown to be absurd. Moreover, if anyone will rightly consider the 
matter,he will see thatall these absurdities (supposing that they are all 
absurdities — a point which I will now take for granted), from which 
these authors attempt to draw the conclusion that substance extended 
IS finite, do not by any means follow from the supposition that quantity 
IS infinite, but from the supposition that infinite quantity is measur- 
able, and that it is made up of finite parts. Therefore, from the 
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absurdities to which this leads nothing can be concluded except that 
infinite qua nti ty is not m e asurabl e, and that it cannot be comp osed 
"^finitejwts. But this is what we have already demonstrated (Prop. 
12 etc.), and ^e shaft therefore which is aimed at us turns against 
those who cast it. If, therefore, from these absurdities anyone should 
attempt to conclude that substance extended must be finite, he would, 
forsooth, be in the position of the man who supposes a circle to have 
the properties of a square, and then concludes that it has no centre, 
such that all the lines drawn from it to the circumference are equal. 
For corporeal substance, which cannot be conceived except as infinite, 
one and indivisible (Props. 8, 5, and 12), is conceived by those agamst 
whom I argue to be composed of finite parts, and to be multiplex and 
divisible, in order that they may prove it finite. Just in the same way 
others, after they have imagmed a Ime to consist of points, know how 
to discover many arguments by which they show that a line cannot be 
divided ad inUmlum; and indeed it is not less absurd to suppose that 
corporeal substance is composed of bodies or parts than to suppose 
that a body is composed of surfaces, surfaces of lines, and that lines, 
finally, are composed of points. Every one who knows that clear 
reason is infallible ought to adnut this, and especially those who deny 
that a vacuum can exist. For if corporeal substance could be so 
divided that its parts could be really distinct, why could not one part 
be armihilated, the rest remaming, as before, connected with one 
another? And why must all be so fitted together that there can be 
no vacuum? For of things which are really distinct the one from the 
other, one can be and remain in its own position without the other. 
Since, therefore, it is supposed that there is no vacuum in Nature 
Ta&out which I will speak at another time), bu t that all The pa rts nTust 
be u nited so that no v acuum ca n exist, i t follows t hat they can not 
be really separated, t hat is to say, that corporeal substance, ,’n so far 
as~rt M substa nce, cannot be 5 ivid^~Tf 7 ^CT^ele<«, anyone should 
nowask w 5 y~ tKe re is a naturaT tendency to consider quantity as 
rapable of divisio n, ^ reply that quantity is conceived by lis in t wo 
ways! eitEef abstractly or s u perficially,~ that is fo say~as we imagine 
it, or el se as substance iii^ which way it is conceived by the intellect 
alone . If, th erefore, we regar d quantity (as we do very often and 
easily) as it exists in the imagihadon, we* find it to be finite, divisible, 
and composed of parts ; but i f wg regard it as it exists in tEe'ihlellect, 
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and conceive it in s o far as it is substance, which is very difficult, then, 
^s we have already sufficiently demonstrat ed, %e find it to be infinite , 
one, and indivisible. This will be plain enough to all who know how 
to distinguish between the imagination and the mtellect, and more 
especially if we remember that matter is everywhere the same, and 
that, except in so far as we regard it as affected m different ways, 
parts are not distinguished in it, that is to say, tliey are distinguished 
with regard to mode, but not with regard to reality. For example, 
we conceive water as being divided, in so far as it is water, and that 
its parts are separated from one another, but in so far as it is corporeal 
substance we cannot thus conceive it, for as such it is neither separated 
nor divided. Moreover, water, in so far as it is water, is originated 
and destroyed; but in so far as it is substance, it is neither origmated 
nor destroyed. By this reasoning I think that I have also answered 
the second argument, since that, too, is based upon the assumption 
that matter, considered as substance, is divisible and composed of 
parts A nd even if what I have urged were not true, I do not know 
why m atter should be unworthy of the divine nature, smee (Prop. 14) 
outside God no s ubstance ca n exist from which the divine nature could 
“suffer. imrtElhgs, I s a y, are m God, and ever ything which takes 
place tal^es place by the laws alone of the infinite nature of God, and 
follows (as I shall presently sHbwy from the necessity of His essence . 
Ther efore, in no way what ever can it be asserted that God suffers 
from anything, or that substance extende d, even if it b e supposed 
di visTEIe, is unwort hy of t he divine nature, provided only it be allo wed 
that it is eter nal and infinite. But enough on this pomt for the present. 

Proposition the necessity of the diiinc nature injimte 

numiers ofmings in infinite ways {that is to say, all things which 
can be conceived by the infinite intcUut) must follow 

Demonstration This propo sition must be plain to every one who 
considers that from the given definition of anj’thlhg ’arhiimber of 
propertie s necessarily follo wing from it (that is to say , followin g f rom 
t he es s ence of th e thing itse lf) are inferred by tlie i ntellect, and just 
in proportion a s the definition of the thing expresses a greater reality, 
that is to say, just in proportion as the essence of the tEihg "deSned 
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involves a greate r reality, will more propert ie s be inferre d. But th e 
divme nature possesse s absolutely infinite att ributes (Def. 6)^ eac^ 
on^f which expresses mfimte essence in its own kind {tn suo genere)^ 
and th erefore, fro m the necessity of the di vine nature, infinite num bers 
of thing s i n infinite ways (Aat is to say, all things which can be con- 
ceded by the infinite intellect) must necessarily follow. — q e.d. 

Corollary i. Hence 1 !t follows that God is ffie efficient cause of a ll 
things which can fall u n der the mfimte inte llect. 

Corollary 2._It follows, sec ondly, that God is cause through H im self, 
and not through that wh i ch is continge nt {per accidens). 

Corollary 3. It follows, thirdly, that God is absolutely the first cause. 


Peoposition acts from the laws of His own nature only, 

and is cornpMed by no one 


Demonstration. We have just shown (Prop 16) that from the 
necessity, or (which is the same thmg) from the laws only of'Sie divine 
nature, iiifin it e_ numbers of things aSsoIutely follow, and we have 
demonstrated (Prop. 15) that not hing can be nor c.in be conceived 
without God, but that all jthings are m God Therefore , ou tside 
Himself, there__can be nothmg by which He may be determined or 
compelled to act, and therefore He acts from the laws of His own 
nature only, and is compelled by no one. — Q f, d 

Corollary 1 Hence it follows, firstly, that there is no cause, either 
Mtera^l to_God or within Him, which can excite Hun to act except 
the perfec tion of His own natu^ 

Corollary 2 It Mlows, secondly, that God alone is a free cause, 
for God alone e xists from the necCTsity al one of His own nature 
(Prop. II, and Corol. i. Prop. 14), and acts from the nece^it^ alone 
of His own natur e (Prop. 17). Therefore (Def. 7), He al one is a f ree 
cause. — 0 e.d. 

Note. There are some who think that God is a free cause because 
He can, as they think, bring about that those things which we have 
said Mow from His nature — that is to say, those things which are 
in His power — should not be or should not be produced by Him. 
But this is simply saymg that God could bring about that it should 
not follow from the nature of a triangle that its three angles should 
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be equal to two rjght angles, or that irom a given cause an effect should 
not follow, which is absurd But I shall show further on, without the 
help of this proposition, that neither intellect nor will pertain to the 
nature of God. 

I know, indeed, that there are many who think themselves able to 
demonstrate that intellect of the highest order and freedom of will 
both pertain to the nature of God, for they say that they know nothing 
more perfect which they can attribute to Him than that which is the 
chief perfection in ourselves. But although they conceive God as 
actually possessing the highest intellect, they nevertheless do not 
believe that He can bring about that all those thmgs should exist 
which are actually in His mtellect, for they think that by such a 
supposition they would destroy His power. If He had created, they 
say, all things which are in His mtellect, He could have created nothing 
more, and this, they believe, does not accord with God’s omnipotence, 
so then they prefer to consider God as indifferent to all things, and 
creating nothing except that which He has decreed to create by a 
certain absolute will. But I think that I have shown with sufficient 
clearness (Prop. i6) that from the supreme power of God, or from 
His infinite nature, infinite things in infinite ways, that is to say, all 
things, havF necessarily flowed, or continually fdl lo^by thiTsame 
nwesslty, in tEiTsame way as it follows from the nature of a triangle, 
from eternity aniT to eternity, that its three angles are equal to two 
rig ht angle s. T he omnipoten ce of God 1ms the refore Seen actual from 
ete rnity , and in the same actuality will remain to etermty. In this 
way the omnipotence of Go3^ in my opinion, is^far more firmly estab- 
lished. My adversaries, indeed (if I may be permitted to speak 
plainly), seem to deny the omnipotence of God, inasmuch as they 
are forced to admit that He has in His mind an infinite number of 
things wluch might be created, but which, nevertheless, He will never 
be able to create, for if He were to create all things which He has in 
His mind. He would, according to them, exhaust His omnipotence and 
make Himself imperfect. Therefore, in order to make a perfect God, 
they are compelled to make Him incapable of doing all those thmgs 
to which His power extends, and anythmg more absurd than this, or 
more opposed to God’s omnipotence, I do not think can be imagined. 
Moreover — to say a word, too, here about the mtellect and will 
which we commonly attribute to God — if intellect and will pertain 
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to His eternal essence, these attributes ca nnot be understood in the 
sense in wh ich men generally use them, for t he in tellect and will 
which coul d con stitute HKs essence wouM have t o differ cnturely from 
our intellect and will, and could resemble ours in nothing except in 
name ThCTe couTd be no further likeness than that between tli^ 
celeSial constellation of the Dog and the animal which barks. This 
I will demonstrate as follows. I f intellect per tains to th e divine natur e, 
it cannot , like our in tellect, follow the things which are its object (as 
many suppose) , nor can it be simultaneous in its nature with them, 
since Go d is prioi to all things in causality (Corol. i. Prop. i6), but, 
on th e contrary, the truth and formal es sen ce of things is what it is, 
becaus e as such~Tt~exists objectively in God’s intellec t. T heref ore, 
the i ntellect of God, i n so far as it is conce ived to conrtitut^ His 
essence, is in truth th^cause of thin gs, both of their e ssence and of 
tlieir existence — a tr uth which seems to have been understood by 
those who have maintained that God’s intellect, wCl, and power are 
one the same thing Since, therefore, Grbd’sTntellect is the sole 
cause of things, both of their essence and of their existence (as we have 
already shown), it must necessarily differ from them with regard both 
to its essence and existence; for an effect differs from its cause precisely 
in that which it has from its cause. For example, one man is the cause 
of the existence but not of the essence of another, for tlie essence is an 
eternal truth, and therefore, with regard to essence, the two men may 
exactly resemble one another, but, with regard to existence, they must 
differ. Consequently, if the existence of one should perish, that of 
the other will not therefore perish, but if the essence of one could be 
destroyed and become false, the essence of the other would be likewise 
destroyed. Therefor e a thing which is the cause bo th of the essen ce 
and o f the existe nce of any effe ct must differ fr ^ that effect bptb 
with regard to its essence and with regard to its exi st ence But the 
intelle ct of_God is^the cause both of the ^sence and existence of our 
intel lect; theref ore the intellec t of God, so far as it is conceived to 
constit ute th e divin e ess ence, differs from our intellect bo t h~w ith 
regard to its essence and its existence, nor can it coincide with our 
intelle ct in anything except th e name , which is what we essayed to 
prove. The same demonstration may be applied to the will, as anyone 
may easily see for himself. ~ ~ ’ 
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Pkofosition God is the immanent and not the transient cause 

of dH things. 

DemonstrdAon. All things which are, are in God and must be 
conceived through Him (Prop, is) , and therefo re (Corol. i, Prop. i6) 
H e is the cause of the things which are in Himself. This is the first 
thing which was to be proved. M oreover, outs ide God there c an be 
no substance (Prop. 14), that is to~say (Def. 3), outsid e Him no thing 
can exist which is in itself. This was the second thing to be proved. 
God, therefore, is the immanent, but not the transient, cause of all 
things. — Q.E,D. 


Proposition is eternal, or, in other words, all His attributes 

are eterncuf 

Demonstration. For God (Def. 6) is substance which (Prop, ii) 
necessarily exists, t hat is ^o say (Prop. 7)i_a substance to whose 
nature it pe rtains to exist, o r (which is the s ame thm^ a substance 
from the definition of which it follows liiat it exists, anJ'theref^ 
(Pef. S) He is etern al. Again, by the attribute oTGod Is" to“Be under- 
stood that which (Def 4) exp resses The "e ssence of the ^vme sub- 
stance, th at is t o say, th at which pertains to subst ance . It is this , 
I say, which the attributes therasdves must involve ;^ut eternity 
perta ins to the natu re of substanc e (Prop. 7). Therefore, each of the 
attributes must involve eternity, and therefore all are eternd.r'— q r m 

Note. (Ellis proposition is as clear as possible, too, Ifoin the manner 
in which (Prop ii) I have demonstrated the existence of God. From 
that demonstration I say it is plain that the existence of God, like His 
essence, is an eternal truth. Moreover (Prop 19 of the Principles of 
the Cartesian Philosophy), I have demonstrated by another method 
the eternity of God, and theie is no need to repeat the demonstration 
here. 
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Proposition existence of God and Ilis essence are one and 

the same thing. 


Demonstration. God (Prop, iq) a nd all His at tributes a re eternal, 
diat is to say (Def. 8), each one of His att ributes expresses exist ence 
The same attributes of_Go(^, t heref ore, whi^ (Def. 4) manifest the 
etemaljes^ce of God^^ the s^e time manifest His eternal exist- 
ence, that is to say, the very same thing which constitutes the essence 
of God constitutes at the same tune His existence, and therefore His 
existe nce and IIis essen ce are one and the same thing. — q.e d. 

Corollary i ^nce it follows, fiist, that the ex istence of God, like 
His essence, is an eternal truth 

Corollary 2 It follows, secondly, that Godjs immutable^ or (which 
IS the same thing ) all JI is attributes are immutable, for if they were 
changed as regards their existence, they must be changed also as' 
regards their essence (Prop 20), that is to say ^as is self-evident), from 
lielng” true, they would become false, which is absurd. 


Proposition things which follow from the absolute nature of 

any attribute of God must forever exist, and must be infinite, that is 
to say, through that same attribute they are eternal and infinite. 

Demonstration. Conceive, if possible (supposing that the truth of 
the proposition is demed), that m some attribute of God something 
which is finite and has a determinate existence or duration follows 
from the absolute nature of that attribute — for example, an idea of 
God in thought.* But thought, since it is admitted to be an attribute 
of God, is necessarily (Prop, ii) in its nature infinite. Bu<^ so far as 
it has the idea of God it is by supposition finite. But (Def. 2) it 
cannot be conceived as finite unless it be determined by thought itself. 
But it cannot be determined by thought itself so far as it constitutes 
the idea of God, for so far by supposition it is finite. Therefore it must 
be determined by thought so far as it does not constitute the idea of 
God, but which, nevertheless (Prop, ii), necessarily exists. Thought, 

’Not the idea which man forms of God, but rather one of God's ideas The 
original idea Dei admits either interpretation when taken without the context. — Tr. 
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therefore, exists which does not form the idea of God, and therefore 
from its nature, in so far as it is absolute thou^t, the idea of God does 
not necessarily follow (for it is conceived as forming and as not form- 
ing the idea gf God), which is contrary to the hypothesis. Therefore, 
if an idea of God in thought or anything else in any attribute of God 
foliow from the necessity of the absoMe nature of that~attnbute (f^ 
the demonstration being universal will apply in every case), that thing 
must necessarily be infinite, which was the &st thing to be prov^. 

Again, thatfwhich thus follows from the necessity 5 the natu re of 
any attribute cannot have a determinate duration. For, if the truth 
"of this he JeniedTletlt Be supposed that in some attribute of God a 
thing exists which follows from the necessity of the nature of the 
attribute — for example, an idea of God in thought — and let it be 
supposed that at some time it has either not existed or will not exist. 
But since thought is supposed to be an attribute of God, it must exist 
both necessarily and unchangeably (Prop, ii, and Corol. 2, Prop. 20). 
Therefore, beyond the limits, of the duration of the idea of God (for 
it is supposed that at some time it has either not existed or will not 
exist), thought must exist without the idea of God, but this is contrary 
to hypothesis, for the supposition is that thought beirig given, the 
idea of God necessarily follows. Therefore, neither an idea of God in 
thought, nor anything else which necessarily follows from the absolute 
nature of any attribute of God, can have a determinate duration, but 
through the same attribute is eternal; which was the second thing to 
be proved. Observe that what we have afl 5 rmed here is true of every- 
thing which in any attribute of God necessarily follows from the 
absolute nature of God. — q.e.d. 


Proposition Whatever foUows from any attribute of God, in so 

far as it is modified by a modification which through the same 
attribute exists necessarily and infinitely, must also exist necessarily 
and infinitely. 


Demonstration. This proposition is demonstrated in the same 
maimer as the preceding proposition. 
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Proposition Every mode which exists necessarily and infinitely 

must necessarily follow either from the absolute nature of some 
altnbute of God or from some attribute modified by a modification 
which exists necessarily and infinitely. 


Demonstration. Mode is that which is in something else through 
which it must be conceived (Def. 5), th at is to say (Prop. 15), it is m 
God alone a nd throug h God alone can it be conceived. If^ mode, 
therefore, be conceived to exist necessarily and to be in&iite, its 
nece^ry existence and Infinitude must be concluded from some 
attribute of God or perceived through it, in so far as it is conceived to 
express infinitude and necessity of existence, that is to say (Def. 8), 
eter nity, or, in other ^or 3 s_{pcf. 6 and Prop. 19), in so larjs it is 
considered absolutely. A m ode, th erefore, which exists necessarily 
an dTSyfinit e ly mu st follow from the absolute nature of some attribute 
of God, either immediately (Prop. 21) or mediately through some 
modification following from His absolute nature, that is to say (Proj) 
22), a mbdificafion which Mce^rily and infinitely exists. — Q t n 


Proposition JKIVc The esstnee of things produced by God does not 
involve existSnce. 


Demonstration. This is evi dent from th e first Definition, for that 
thnig whose nature ^considered, that is to say, in itself) involve^ exist- 
ence is the cause of itself and exists from the necessity of its own 
nature alone 

Corollary. Hence it follows that God is not only the cause of the 
commencement of the existence''drthings, but also of their'edhtin- 
uance in existence, or, in other words (to use scholastic phraseology), 
God IS the causa essendi rerum. For if we consider the essence of 
things, whether existing or non-exislmg, we discover that it neither 
invSlves existence nor duration, and therefore the essence of 
existing things cannot be the cause of their existence nor of their 
duration, but God only is the cause, to whose nature alone existence 
pertains (Corol. i, Prop. 14). 



07 GOD 63 

Proposition is not otdy the efficient cause of the existence of 

things, but <uso of their essence. 

Demonstration. Suppose that God is not the cause of the essence 
of things, then (Ax 4) the essence of thuigs ran be conceived without 
God, which (Prop. 15) is absurd. Therefore, God is the cause of the 
essence of things — q r d 

Note. This proposition more clearly follows from Prop. 16. For 
from this proposition i t folloccs that, from the existence of the divine 
nature, both the^sscnce of things and their existence must necessarily 
be concluded, or, in a word, in the same sense in which God is said 
to be the cause of Himself lie must be called the cause of all things. 
ThiT will appear still more clearly from the following corollary. 

Corollary Individual things are nothing but modifications or modes 
of God’s attri butes, expressing those attributes in a certain and deter- 
minate manner. This is evident from Prop. 15 and Def. 5. 


Proposition A thing which has been determined to any action 

was necessarily so determined by God, and that which has not been 
thus determined by God cannot determine itself to action. 

Demonstration. Th at by which thing s are said to be d etermined to 
any action is necessarily something positive (as is self-evident); and 
Bierefore God, from the necessity of His nature, is the efficient caus^ 
both of its essence and of its existmce (Props. 25 and 16), which was ^ 
the first thing to be proved. From t his also the second part of the 
proposition follows most clearly. For if a thing which has not been 
dete rmined by God co uld det ermi ne itself, the first part of the prop^ 
os ition would b e false, and to suppose thi£ possible^ is an absurdity, 
as we have shown. — q e d. 


Proposition A thing which has been determined by God to any 

action cannot render itself indeterminate. 


Demonstration. This proposition is evident from the third Axiom. 
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pKorosmoN X^C^^ET An individual thing, or a thing which is finite 
and which has a determinate existence, cannot exist nor be determined 
to action unless it be determined to existence and action by another 
cause which is also finite and has a determinate existence; and again, 
this cause cannot exist nor be determined to action unless by another 
cause which is also finite and determined to existence and action, 
and so on ad mfinitum 

Demonstration. Whatever is de te rmin ed to exist ence and ac tion is 
thus det ermin ed by God (Prop. 26 and Corol. Prop. 24). JBut that 
which is finite and which has a determmate existence could not be 
produced by the absolute nature of any attribute of (^^tor^rhatever 
foll ows from the absol ute nature of any attribute of God k infinijo 
and eternal (Prop. 21). The finite and determinate must therefore 
follow from God, or from some attribute of God, in so far as the latter 
is considered to be affected by some mode, for besides substance and 
modes nothing exists (Ax. i, and Defs. 3 and 5), and modes (Corol 
Prop. 25) ^re nothing but modifications of God’s attnbi^es. But the 
finite and determinate cotild riot lollow from God, or from any one of 
His attributes so far as that attribute is modified by a modification 
vdiich is eternal and infinite (Prop. 22). It must, therefore, follow or 
be determined to existence and action by God or by some attribute 
of God, in so far as the attribute is modified by a modification which 
is finite, and which has a determinate existence. This was the first 
thing to be proved. Agai n, this cause or this mode (by the same 
reasoning by which we have already demonstrated the first part of 
this proposition) jnust be determined by another cause which is also 
finite, and which has a determinate existence, and this last cause (by 
Qie same reasoning) jnust, in its turn, be determined by another cause, 
and so on continually (by the same reasoning) ad infiniturm — q.e.d. 

Nok. Since certain things must have been immediately produced 
^ God, thatIFto say, those which necessarily follow from His absolute 
nature — these primary products being the mediating cause for those 
things which, nevertheless, without God can neither be nor can be 
conce ived — it follows, firstly, that of things immediately produced 
by GoOle is the proximate cause absolutely, and not in their own 
kind {in suo genere)^ as w sayjj lor eff ec ts of H o d can neither b e hot 
be conceived without their cause (Prop. 15, and Corol. Prop. 24). 



OF GOD 


6f 

It follows, secondly, that God cannot be propa ly calle d the re mote 
cause of individua l things unless for the sa ke of dis tinguISuii^ thm 
from the things which He has immediately produced, or rathe r which 
follow from His aFsolute nature. For by a “remote cause” we under- 
stand that M^hich is in no way joined to its effect. JBut aJl Oiings wlucfh 
are , Me_in^od, and so dg)end upon Him that without Him they can 
neither be nor be conceived. 


Proposition Nature there is nothing contingent, but all 

things are deta mined from the necessity of the divine nature to exist 
and act in a certain manner. 

Demonstration. Whate ver is, is in God (Prop, ij;); but God cannot 
be called a contingent thing, for (Prop, ti) He exists necessarily and 
not contingently. Moreover, the modes of the divine nature have 
followed from it necessarily ^dnot^ contingently (Prop. i6), anJthat , 
t oo, vtfaether it be considered absolut^ (Prop. 21), or as determined 
to ^tion m a CCTtain manner (Prop. 27). But (^d is the cause of 
these modes, not o^y in so far as they simply exist (Corol. Prop. 24J, 
buTalso (Prop. 26) in so far as th^we considered as determined to 
any action. And if they are not detennmed by God (Fy ^Ke same 
proposition), it is an impos^ihty and not a contingency that th^ 
shoul^ determine themselves , an d, on the other hand (Prop. 27), if 
they are determined by God, it is an impossibility and not a contin- 
gency that they should render themselves indeterminate. Whe r efore 
all t hings are determined from a necessity of the divine nature, not 
only to exist, but to exist and act in a certain manner, and there S' 
nothing contingent ~ q l.d. ~ ~ 

Note. Before I go any further, I wish here to explain or rather to 
recall to recollection what we mean by natura naturans and what by 
natura naluraia ’ For, from what has gone before, I think it is plain 
that by nat ura n aturans we are to understand that which is in itself 
ai^d is conceived through itself, o r those attributes of substance which 
c.xpress eternal and infinite essence, that js to say (Corol. i, Prop. 14, 

’These are two expresaons derived from a scholastic philosophy which strove 
to signify by the same verb the oneness of God and the world, and yet at the same 
tune to mark by a difference of inf exion that there was not absolute identity. — Tn. 
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and Coral. 2, Prop. 17) , God in so far as He is considered as a fre e 
caus e. But by nalura n^urala I understand everything which foll ows 
from the necessity of the nature o f God or of any one of God’s attri- 
bute s, tha t is to say, all the inodes of God’s attributes in’^far ^they 
are cons idered as thin gs vthich are in God, and whic h without Go? 
can neither be nqr^an be conceivec^ 


Proposition actual intellect* whether finite or infinite, 

must comprmend the attributes of God and the modifications of 
God, and nothing else 

Demonstration. A true id e a must agree w ith that of which it is the 
idea (Ax. 6), t hat is to say (as is self-evident), that which is objectively 
contamed in the intellect must necessarily exist_in nature. But in 
^nature (Corol. i, Prop. 14) only one substance exists, namcfy, Godj' 
and no modi fications (Prop. 15) except those which are in God, and 
which (by the same proposition) can either be norjje conceived 
without God. Therefore, the actual ndelkct, whether finite orjnfinite, 
must co mprehend the attiibutes of God and tlie modifications of God, 
and nothmg else. — q.f d 


Proposition The actual intellect, whether it be finite or infinite, 

together with the will, desire, love, etc , must be referred to the “nature 
nalurala” and not to the “natura natutans ” 

Demonstration. For b y the intelle ct (as is self-evident) we do not 
understa nd absolute thought, but only a certain mode o^ thought, 
which mode differs from other modes, such as desire, love, etc., and 
therefore ( Def. s) must be conceived t hrough absolute thought, that 
is to say (Prop 15 and Def. 6 ), it must be conceived through some 
attribute of God whic h expresses t he eternal and infi nite essence of 
fought in s uch a manner th a t without that attribute it can neithe r 
be nor ca n be conceived. Theicfore (Note. Prop. 20). the actual 
intellect, etc , must be referr ed to_Uie nali^ naturata, and not to the 
^Distinguished from potential intellect (Note, Prop 31). — Tx. 
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natura naturans, in the s ame manner as all other modes of thought. 
— Q E.D. ~ 

Note. I do not here speak of the actual intellect because I admit 
that any intellect potentially exists, but because I wish, in order that 
there may be no confusion, to speak of nothing except of that which 
we perceive with the utmost clearness, that is to say, the understanding 
itself, which we perceive as clearly as we perceive anything. For we 
can understand nothing through the intellect which does not lead to a 
more perfect knowledge of the understanding. 


Proposition The will cannot be called a free cause, btU can 

only be called necessary 

Demonstration The will is only a certain mode of thou ght , like the 
intelle ct, and therefore (Prop 28) no vol ition can exist or be deter - 
mineci to action unless it be determined b y another cause, and this 
again by another , and so on ad infinitum, ^nd i f the wi ll be supposed 
infinite, it must be determined to existence and action by GodTnoFm 
so far as He isjubs tance absol utely infinite, but in so far as He possesies 
an attrib ute which expresses the infinite and ete rnal essence of thought 
(Prop. 23). I n whate ver way, therefore, the w ill be conceived, whether 
as finite or infinite, it requires a rause^ which it may be determined 
to existence and action, and therefore (Def. 7) it cannot be called a 
free cause, h ut oi ilv necessary or compelled. — Q e.d. 

Corollary i. Henc e it follows, first, that God does not act from 
f reedom of the will. 

Corollary. 2. I^follows, secondly, that will and intellect are related 
to the nature of God as motion and rest, and absolutely as all natural 
things, which (Prop. 29) must be det ermined by Go^to existence and 
action in a certain manner. For the will, like all other things, needs 
a cause by which it may be determined to existence and action in a 
certain manner, and although from a given will or intellect infinite 
things may follow, God cannot on this account be said to act from 
freedom of will, any more than He can be said to act from freedom of 
motion and rest by reason of the things which follow from motion and 
rest (for from motion and rest infinite numbers of things follow). 
T herefore, will does n ot appertain to the nature of God more than 





68 


THE ETHICS 


other naturaklhings, but is related to it as motion and rest and al l 
other things are related to it — these all following , as we have shown, 
from the necessity o f the div ine nature, and bei ng determined to 
existence and action in a certain manner. 


Peopositioh Things could have hem produced by God in no 

other manne^nd in no other order than that in which they have been 
produced. 

Demonstration. All things have necessarily followed from the given 
na ture of Go d (Prop. i6), and f rom the necessity of His nature have 
been determined to exi stence an d action in a certain manner (Prop. 29). 
li, the refore, things could have been of another nature or could have 
been determined in another maimer to action, so that the order of 
natu re wo uld have b een different, the nature of God imgEt then be 
different to th at whic h it now is, and hence (Prop ii) that different 
nature would necessari ly exist, and there might conseque^ly be two 
or more G odSjjwhiA (Corol. i. Prop. 14 ) is a bsurd. ^h^fore,' 3 imgs 
could be produced by God in no other manner and in no other ofdal 
than th at in wh ich they have been produced. — q e.d. 

Note I. Sidce I have thus shown, with greater clearness than that 
of noonday light, that in things there is absolutely nothing by virtue 
of which they can be called contingent, I wish now to explam in a few 
words what is to be understood by “contingent,” but firstly, what is 
to be understood by “necessary” and “impossible.” A thing is called 
necessary either in reference to its es se nce o r it s caus e. For the 
existenc e of a thing_necessarily follows_ either from the essence and 
defin ition of the thmg itself or from a give n efficient cause . In the 
same_way a thmgjs sai d t(r be~ m3possib I Feith er b ecaus e the_^sence 
of the thing ifsel^orlts dei^ition involves a contradiction, or becanse 
no^extemal cause exists determinate to the production of such a thing. 
But a t h ing cannot b e called contingent unless with reference to a 
^efi^nejr in our knowledge. For if we do not know that the essSice 
of a Aing involves a contradiction, or if we actually know that it 
mvolv^no contradiction^ and nevertMess we_can_afltan nothing 
with certaint y about its e xistgice because the order of causes is con- 
cealed from us, th at thi ng can never appear to us either as necessary 
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or imposable, and there fore we call it either contingent or possible. 

Note 2. From what has gone before i t clearly follo^ that thing s 
have been produced by God in the h ighest degree o f perf ection, 
they have necessar i ly followed from th e existence of a most perfect 
nature. Nor doe s this doctrine accuse God of any i mper fection, but , 
on the contrary, His perfection has c ompelled us to affirm it . Inde^, 
from its contrary would clearly follow, as I have shown above, that 
God is not absolutely perfect, since, if things had been produced in 
any other fashion, another nature would have had to be assigned to 
Him, different from that which the consideration of the most perfect 
Being compels us to assign to Him. I do not doubt that many will 
reject this opinion as ridiculous, nor will they care to apply themselves 
to its consideration, and this from no other reason than that they have 
been in the habit of assigning to God another liberty widely different 
from that absolute will which (Def. 7) we have taught. On the other 
hand, I do not doubt, if they were willing to study the matter and 
properly to consider the series of our demonstrations, that they would 
altogether reject this liberty which they now assign to God, not only 
as of no value, but as a great obstacle to knowledge. Neither is there 
any need that I should here repeat those things which are said in the 
Note to Prop. 17. But for t^ sake of those who differ from me, I will 
here diow that, although it be granted that will pertains to God’s 
essence, it follows nevertheless f rom His perfection A'at things rould 
be c reated in no ^her mode or o rder by Hun. This it will be easy to 
show if we first consider that which my opponents themsdives admit 
— that it depends upon the decree and will of God alone that each 
thmg should be what it is, for otherwise God would not be the cause 
of all things. It is also admitted that all God’s decrees were decreed 
by God Himself from all eternity, for otherwise imperfection and 
inconstancy would be proved against Him. But since in eternity there 
is no when nor b^ore nor after, it follows from the perfection of God 
alone that He neither can decree nor could ever have decreed anything 
else than that which He has decreed, that is to say, God has not 
existed before His decrees, and can never exist without them. But it 
is said that although it be supposed that God had made the nature of 
things different from that which it is, or that from eternity He had 
decreed something else about Nature and her order, it would not 
thence follow that any imperfection e^ts in God. But if this be said. 
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it must at the same time be allowed that God can change His decrees. 
For if God had decreed something about Nature and her order other 
than that which He has decreed — that is to say, if He had willed 
and conceived something else about Nature — He would necessarily 
have had an intellect and a will different from those which He now 
has. And if it be allowed to assign to God another intellect and 
another will without any change of His essence and of His perfections, 
what IS the reason why He cannot now change His decrees about 
creation and nevertheless remain equally perfect? For His intellect 
and will regarding created things and their order remain the same in 
relationship to His essence and perfection in whatever manner His 
intellect and will are conceived Moreover, all the philosophers whom 
I have seen admit that there is no such thing as an mtellect existmg 
potentially in God, but only an intellect existing actually. But since 
His intellect and His will are not distinguishable from His essence, 
as all admit, it follows from this also that if God had had another 
intellect actually and another will. His essence would have been 
necessarily different, and hence, as I showed at the beginnmg, if things 
had been produced by God in a manner different from that m which 
they now exist, God’s intellect and will, that is to say. His essence 
(as has been granted), must have been different, which is absurd 
Since, therefore, things could have been produced by God in no 
other manner or order, this being a truth which follows from His 
absolute perfection, there is no sound reasoning which can persuade 
us to believe that God was unwilhng to create all thmgs which are in 
His intellect with the same perfection as that m which they exist in 
His intellect. But we shall be told that there is no perfection nor 
imperfection in things, but that that which is in them by reason of 
which they are perfect or imperfect and arc said to be good or evil 
depends upon the will of God alone, and therefore, if God had willed 
He could have effected that that which is now perfection should have 
been the extreme of imperfection, and vice versa But what else would 
this be than openly to affirm that God, who necessarily understands 
what He wills, is able by His will to understand things in a manner 
different from that in which He understands them, which, as I have 
just shown, is a great absurdity? _I_ran therefore turn the argument 
on m y opponent s in this way : all things "Sepend upon the^^wer of 
God. In order that things may be differently constituted, it"would be" 
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necessary that God’s will ^ould be differently constitutedjbut C^d’s 
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Demonstration. Whatever exi sts exp resses the nature or the essence 
of God i n a certain and determinate manner (Corol. Prop. 25) , th at 
is to say (Prop. 34), whatever exist s expresses t he powe r of G^d, 
which is the cause of all things, m a certain and det erminate manner , 
and therefore (Prop. 1 6) some effect m ust fo llow from it. — Q. e. d. 

APPENDIX 

I have now explained the nature of God and its pr operties. I have 
shown that He nrcessarily exists, tl^ He is one God; that from the 
necessity alone of His o\m nature He ^ and^acts^ that He is, and in 
wha t way He is , the cause of all thi ngs, that all things are in Him, 
and so depend upon Him that without Hi m they can neither be nor 
can be conceived, ai^ finally, that all things have been pr^etermined 
by Him, not indeed from freedom of will or from absolute good pleasure^ 
but from His absolute natur e or infiiute pow er 

Moreover, wherever an opportunity was afforded, I have endeavored 
to remove prejudices which might hmder the perception of the truth 
of what I have demonstrated, but because not a few still remain which 
have been and are now sufficient to prove a very great hmdrance to 
the comprehension of the connection of things in the manner m which 
I have explained it, I have thought it worth while to call them up to 
be exammed by reason. B ut all these prei udices which I here under- 
ta ke to point out depend lyion^is solely: that it is commonly supposed 
that all things in Natu re, like men, work to some end, a nd, indeed, 
it is thought to be certain th at God H imse lf directs all things to some 
sur^end, for it is said that God has made all things for man, and man 
that he may worship God This, therefore, I will first investigate by 
inqulrmg, first, why so many rest in this prejudice, and why all are so 
naturally ini lined to embrace it I shall then show its falsity, and, 
finally, the manner in which there have arisen from it prejudices 
concerning good and evil, merit and sin, praise and blame, order and 
disorder, beauty and deformity, and so forth. This, however, is not 
the place to deduce these thmgs from the nature of the human mind. 
It will be sufficient if I here take as an axiom that which no one ough t 
t o disp ute , namely, tha t man is bom ign orant of the causes of AmgSjj^ 
and thatlie has a desire, of wh ich he is conscious, to seek that which 
is profitable to him. From this it follows, Tirst, fliat he thinks himself 
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free because he is conscious of hia wishes and whilst at ^e 

same time he is i gnora n t of the causes by w hich he is le3~to wish an d 
desire, not dreaming what they are; and, secondly, it follows that man 
does ev eiy^^ for an en d, namefy, for that which is profitable*" to 
him, which is wh at he se eks. ^ Hence it happe ns that he attempts tP 
discover m erely the final cau ses of that whi ch has happened; a nd when 
fie has heard them he is satisfied, because th^e is no longer any cause 
for fur^er imcCTtainty. But if he cannot hear from another what 
t hese fin al ca uses are, nothing remains but to turn to himself and 
reflect upon the ends which usu ally determi ne him to t he like actions , 
'and thus by his own mind he necessarily judges that of a nother . 
Moreover, since he discovers, both within and without himself, a 
mul titude of means wh ich co ntribute not a little to the ^tainment 
of what is p ro fitable to him self — for eicample, the eyes, which are 
useful for seeing, the teeth for mastication, plants and animals for 
nourishment, the sun for giving light, the sea for feeding fish, etc — it_ 
comes to pass th at all natural objects are considered as meaps f or 
obt^ing what is profitable. These, too, being ev idently discovered 
and not created by n^, hence he has a cause for bellwing that some 
other person exists who has prepared them for man’s use. For having 
considered them as means it waFraipossibTe to believe that they had 
created themselves, and so he was obliged to infer from the means 
which he was in, the habit of providing for himself that some ruler or 
rulers of Nature exist, endowed with human liberty, who have taken 
care of all things for him, and have made all thmgs for his use. Since 
he never heard anything about the mind of these rulers, he was com~ 
pelled to judge of it from his own, and hence he aflirmed that the gods 
direct every thing for his advantage in order that he may be bound to 
them and hold them in the highest honor. This is the reason why 
each ma* has devised for himself, out of his own brain, a different 
mode of worshippmg_God, so that God might love him above others, 
and (^ect all Nature to the service of his blind cupidity and msatiable 
avarice. 

Th^ ha s iMs pr ejudice been turned into a superstition and has 
^iven deep roots into the mind — a prejudice which was the reason 
why everyone has so eagerly tried to discover and explain the final 
^UMs j^ thingsT T he att^pt, howeve r, to show that Nature does 
nothing i n vam (t hat is to say, nothing which Is nol"pr^labIelo man) 
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seems to end in sh owing that Nature, the gods, and man are alike mad - 
'Do but see. I pray, to what all this has led. Amidst so much in 
Nature that is beneficial, not a levi? things must have been observed 
which are injurious, such as storms, earthquaEes,^iseases, and it was 
aflSrmed that these things happened either because the gods were 
an gry b ecause of wrongs which had been inflicted on them by man, 
or because of sms committed m the method of worshipping them, 
and Although experience daily contradicted this, and showed by an 
infinity of examples that both the beneficial and the injurious were 
indiscriminately bestowed on the pious and the impious, the inveterate 
prejudices on this point have not therefore been abandoned. For it 
was much easier for a man to place these things aside with others of 
the use of which he was ignorant, and thus retam his present and inborn 
state of ignorance, than to destroy the whole superstructure and thmk 
out a new one. Hence it was looked upon as indisputable that the 
judgments of the gods far surpass our comprehensio n , and this opinion 
alone would have been suflScient to keep the human race m darkness 
to all eternity if mathematics, which does not deal wilh ends but with 
® essences and properties of forms, had not placed before us another 
rule of truth. In addition to mathematics, other causes also might 
T5e assigned, which it is superfluous here to enumerate, tending to 
make men reflect upon these universal prejudices, and leading them 
to a true knowledge of things. 

I have thus sufficiently explained what I promised in the first place 
to explain. There will now be no need of many words to show that 
Nature h as set no end before he rself, and that all final causes are 
nothing but human fictions For~T believe that this is sufficientfy 
evident both from the foundations and causes of this prejudice, and 
from Prop. i6 and Corol. Prop. 32, as well as from all those propositions 
in which I have shown that all things are begotten by a certain eternal 
necessity of Nature and in absolute perfection. This much, never- 
theless, I will add, that this doctrine concerning an end altogether 
overtur ns Nature. For that which is in truth the cause it considers 
as the effect, and vice versa. Again, that which is first in Nature it 
putsTast; a nd, finally, that whkli is supreme and most perfect it makes 
the m ost im perfect. For (passing by the first two assertions as self- 
^dent yit IS plain from Props 21, 22, and 23, that that effect is the 
most perfect wh ich is immedi ately produced by God, and in proportion 
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as int ermediate ca uses are necessary for the production of a thing is 
If imperfect . But if things which are immediately produced by God 
were made in order that He m ight obtain t he en d He had in view , 
then the last things f o r the sake of w hich t^ first exist must be the 
most perfect of al l. Agai n, this doct rine does a way with God^s per- 
fection For if God works to obtain an end, He necessarily seeks 
s ometh in g of which he stands in_n^. And althou gh theologians 
and metaphysicians distingu ish l^tw^n the end of want arid the end 
of assimil atio n (finem tndigentiae et finem asstmilaltonis), they confess 
tl^ God has done all things for His own sake^jind not for th e sak e 
of the thi ngs to be create d, be cause before the creation they can 
assign n^hing except God for the sake of which God could do anything, 
and, therefore, they are necessanly compelled to admit that God 
stood in need of and desired those things for which He determined 
to prepaie means. This is self-evident. Nor is it here to be overlooked 
that the adherents of this doctr me, who have found a pleasure in 
(lis playmg their ingenuity in as signmg the ends of things, have intro- 
duced a new speci es of argument, not the redneho ad tmpossibile, but 
the rcduclio ad igmranham, to pro%e their position which show’s that 
It had no other method of defense left For, by way of example, if a 
stone haslallen fiom some rooT on somebody’s head and killed him, 
they will demonstrate in this manner that the stone has fallen in 
order to kill the man For if it did not fall for that purpose by the 
w'lll of God, how could so many circumstances concur through chance 
(and a number often simultaneously do concur)? You will answer, 
perhaps, that the event happened because the wind blew and the man 
was passing that way. But, they w'lll urge, why did the wind blow 
at that time, and why did the man pass that way precisely at the same 
moment? If you again reply that the w'md rose then because the sea 
on the prej:eding day began to be stormy, the w eather hitherto having 
been calm, and that the man had been invited by a friend, they will 
urge again — because there is no end of questioning — But why was 
the sea agitated, why was the man invited at that time? And so they 
W’lll not cease from asking the causes of causes until at last you fly 
to the will of God — the refuge for ignorance. 

So, also, when they behold the structure of the human body, they 
are amazed, and because they are ignorant of the causes of such art, 
they conclude that the body was made not by mechanical but by a 
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supernatural or (Uvine art, and has been formed in such a way so that 
the one part may not injure the other. Hence it happens that the 
man who endeavors to find out the true causes of miracles, and who 
desires as a wise man to understand Nature, and not to gape at it like 
a fool, is generally considered and proclaimed to be a heretic and 
impious by those whom the vulgar worship as the interpreters both 
of Nature and the gods. For these know that if ignorance be removed, 
amazed stupidity — the sole ground on which they rely m arguing or 
in defendmg their authority — is taken away also. But tliese things 
I leave and pass on to that which I determined to do in the third place. 

After man has persuaded himself that all things which exist are 
, made for him, he must in everything adjudge that to be of the greatest 
importance which is most useful to him, and he must esteem that to 
be of surpassing worth by which he is most beneficially affect^ 
In this way he is compelled to form those notions by which he explains 
Natu re, such, for instance, as good, evil, order, confusion, heat, cot^, 
, beauty, and deformity, etc , and because he supposes himself to be free, 
noHons like those ^ praise and blame, sin and meri t, have arisen? 
These latter I shall hereafter ei^lain when I have treated of human 
nature; the former I will here briefly unfold 

It is to be observed that man has given the name “good” to_eyery- 
, thing which leads to heal th and t he worship of God; on the contrary, 
everyt filng which does not lead thereto_he calls “evil.” But because 
those who do not underst and Nature affirm nothing about things 
themselves, but only imagine them and take the imagination to be 
undCTsla nding, they fEerefore, ignorant of things and their nature, 
firmly believe an order to be m thmgs, for when things are so placed 
tha t, 5 they are represented to us through the seizes, we can easily 
ima^e them and, consequently, easily remember them, we call them 
w ell arran ged; but if they are not placed so tha t we can imagine ^nd 
remember Jhem, we call them badly arranged or_^‘confused.” More- 
over, since those t hings are more especially pleasing to us whSji we 
can easily imagine , men therefore prefer order to confusion^ as if order 
were something in Nature ap art f rom our own imagina tion; an d they 
say that God has cr eated everythi ng in order, and in th i s manner they 
ignorantly attribu te imagi nation to God unless they mean perh aps 
Aat G od, o ut of consideration for the human imagination, has disposed 
things in t he manner in whic h the y can most easHy helmaj^ edl. No 
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hesitation either seems to be caused by the fact that an infinite num ber 
^ things are d iscovere d wh ich fa^surpass our im agination, a nd v ery 
"many which confound it thrtmgh its weakness. But enoug^^ of this. 
The notions which I have mentioned are nothing but modes in 
^iA the imagination is affected in different wa)rs, and, nevertheless, 
they are regarded by the ignorant as being specially attributes of 
things because, as we have remarked, men consider all things as made 
for themselves, and call the nature of a thing good, evil, sound, putrid, 
or corrupt, just as they are affected by it. For example, if the motion 
by which the nerves are affected by means of objects represented to 
the eye conduces to well-being, the objects by which it is caused are 
called “beautiful”, while those exciting a contrary motion are called 
“deformed.” Those things, too, which stimulate the senses through 
the nostrils are called sweet-smelling or stinking; those which act 
through the taste are called sweet or bitter, full-flavoured or insipid; 
those which act through the touch, hard or soft, heavy or light; those, 
lastly, which act through the ears are said to make a noise, sound, 
or harmony, the last having caused men to lose their senses to such 
a degree that they have believed that God even is delighted with it. 
Indeed, philosophers may be found who have persuaded themselves 
that the celestial motions beget a harmony. All these things suflBciently 
show that everyone judges things by the constitution of his brain, or 
rat her ac cepts the modifications of his imagination in the place of 
things It is riot, therefore, to be wondered at, as we may observe m 
passing, that all those contr oversies wh ic h we se e have arisen amongst 
men, so ^'t atlast_scepticism has been the result. For although 
human bod ies agree in many things, they dIfferTn mwe, and therefore 
^at which to one person is good will appear to another evif, that 
which to one is well arranged to anoth er is conf us^, that which pl^sra 
OTe will <i isple ase another, and so on in other cases which I pass by- 
both, because we cannot notice them at length here, and because th^ 
are within the experience of everyone For everyone has heard the 
expressions: So many heads, so many ways of thinking; everyone is 
satisfied with his own way of thinking, differences of brains are not 
less common than differences of taste — all which maxims show that 
men de cide upon matters a ccordmg to the constitution of their brains, 
and imagine rather t ha n understand things . If men un d^tood 
thi ngs, they would,Ts mathematics prove, at least be a ll ali ke^^con - 
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vinced if they were no t all alike attracted We see, there fore, Aat all 
tEose methods^y which the common people are in the habit of ex- 
plaiiun g Nature are only different sorts of imaginat ions, and do not 
reveal the nature of anything in itself, but only the constitution of the 
imagination, and because the y have names as if they were entities 
existing a part from the imagination, I call them entities not of the 
reason but of the imagination All argument, tlierefore, urged against 
us based u pon such notions can be easily refiifeff Many people, for 
instance, are accustomed to argue thus: If all things have followed 
from the necessity of the most perfect nature of God, how is it that 
so many imperfections have arisen in Nature — corruption, for 
instance, of things till they stmk, deformity, exciting disgust, con- 
fusion, evil, crime, etc ? But, as I have just observed, all this is easily 
answered For the perfection of things is to be j udged by their nature 
and powe r alone; nor a re th ey mor e or less perfect because they delict 
or offe nd the human sens es, or be cause'thcy are beneficTal or pre- 
jud icia l to hu man nature But to ttose who ask vhy God has not 
created all men in such a manner that they might be controlled by 
the dictates of reason alone, I give but this answer: because to Him 
material was not wanting for the creation of everything, from the 
highest down to the very lowest grade of perfection, or, to speak more 
properly, because the laws of His nature were so ample that they 
sufficed for the production of everything which can be conceived by 
an infinite intellect, as I have demonstrated in Prop 16. 

These are the prejudices which I undertook to notice here. If any 
others of a similar character remain, they can easily be rectified with a 
little thought by anyone. 



PART TWO 

Of the Nature and Origin of the Mind 

I PASS on now to explain those things which must necessarily follow 
from the essence of God or the Being eternal and infinite — not, 
indeed, to explain all these things, for we have demonstrated (Prop. 
i6, pt. i) that an infinitude of things must follow in an infinite number 
of ways, but to consider those things only which may conduct us, as 
it were by the hand, to a knowledge of the human mind and its highest 
happiness. 


DEFINITIONS 

body I understand a mode which expresses in a certain and 
d«erminate manner the essence of God in so far as He is considered 
as the thing extended. (See Corol Prop. 25, pt 1 ) 

say that to the essence of anythmg pertains that, which being 
given, the thing itself is necessarily posited, and, being taken away, 
the thing is necessarily taken, or, m other words, that without which 
the thing can neither be nor be conceived, and which in its turn cannot 
be nor be conceived without the llimg. 

lUt By idea I understand a conception of the mind which the mind 
forms because it is a thinking thmg. 

Explanation I use the word “conception” rather than “perception” 
because the name perception seems to indicate that the mind is passive 
in its relation to the object. But the word conception seems to express 
the actiofl of the mind. 

By adequate idea I understand an idea which, in so far as it is 
considered in itself, without reference to the object, has all the pxtqy- 
erties or internal signs (denominaltones mlrmsecas) of a true idea. 

Explanation I say mtemal, so as to exclude that which is external, 
the agreement, namely, of the idea with its object. 

Duration is the indefinite contmuation of existence. 

Explanation. I call it indefinite because it cannot be determined 
by the nature itself of the existing thmg nor by the efficient cause, 
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which necessarily posits the existence of the thing but does not take 
it away. 

reality and perfection I understand the same thing 
YEU' By mdividual things I understand things which are finite and 
whioi have a determinate existence; and if a number of individuals 
so unite in one action that they are all simultaneously the cause of 
one effect, I consider them all, so far, as a one individual thing 


AXIOMS 

4/rhe essence of man does not involve necessary existence, that is 
to say, the existence as well as the non-existence of this or that man 
may or may not follow from the order of nature 
JJ/Man thinks 

jn?" Modes of thought, such as love, desire, or the emotions of the 
mmd, by whatever name they may be called, do not exist unless in 
the same individual exists the idea of a thing loved, desired, etc. But 
the idea may exist although no other mode of thmkmg exist 
,^We perceive that a certain body is affected in many ways. 
»^<^o individual thmgs are felt or perceived by us except bodies 
and modes of thought. 

The postulates will be found after Proposition 13 


PROPOSITIONS 


Pn.OPOSiTioi^L^r'AoMgltl IS an atlnbute of God, or God is a thinking 
thing. 


Demonstration. Individual th ou ghts, or ^his and that thought, 
are modes which express the nature of God i n a certain an d deter- 
minate manner (Corol. Prop 25, pt. i) God therefore possesses an 
attribute (Def. 5, pt. i) the conception of which is involved in all 
individual thoughts, and through which they are conceived. Thought, 
therefore, is one of the infinite attribut es of God which egresses the 
eternal and infinite essence of God (Def 6, pt. i) , or, in other w ords, 
* (jod is aTthinking thing. — q e p. 

Note. This proposition is plain from the fact that we can conceive 
an infinite thinking Being. For the more thmgs a thmking being can 
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think, the more reality or perfection we conceive it to possess, and 
therefore the being which can think an infinitude of things in infinite 
ways is necessarily infinite by his power of thinking. Since, therefore, 
we can conceive an infinite Being by attending to thought alone, 
thought is ,necessarily one of the infinite attributes of God (Defs. 4 
and 6, pt. i), which is the proposition we wished to prove. 


Proposition II, Extension is an aUrtbuie of God, or God u an extended 
thing. ^ 

Demonstration. The demonstmtion of this proposition is of the 
same character as that of the last. 


PROPOsmoNjjfi < In God there necessarily exists the idea of Hts essence 
and of all things which necessarily follow from His essence. 

Demonstration. Fo r God (Prop i, pt. 2) can think an infinitude of 
things in infinite ways, or (which is the same thing, by Prop 16, pt. i) 
^n form an idea of Ills essence and of all the things which necessarily 
follow from it. But ever ything which is in th e pow er of God is neces- 
sary (Prop .35;, pt j ), and therefo re feis idea necessarily exists, and 
(Prop. 15, pt. i) it cannot exist unless in God. — q.e d. 

Note. The common people understand by God’s power His free 
will and right over all existing things, which are therefore commonly 
looked upon as contingent, for they say that God has the power of 
destroying everything and reducing it to nothing. They very fre- 
quently, too, compare God’s power with the power of kings That 
there is dhy similarity between the two we have disproved in the fiirst 
and second Corollaries of Prop. 32, pt. i, and in Prop. 16, pt. i, we 
have shown that God does everything with that necessity with which 
He understands Himself, that is to say, as it follow'S from the necessity 
of the divine nature that God understands Himself (a truth admitted 
by all), so by the same necessity it follows that God does an infinitude 
of thmgs in infinite wa3's. Moreover, in Prop. 34, pt. i, we have 
shown that the power of God is nothing but the active essence of God, 
and therefore it is as impossible for us to conceive that God does not 
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act as that He does not exist. If it pleased me to go further, I could 
show besides that the power which the common people ascribe to Gkid 
is not only a human power (which shows that they look upon God as 
a man or as being like a man), but that it also involves weakness. 
But I do not care to talk so much upon the same subject Again and 
again I ask the reader to consider and reconsider what is said upon 
this subject m the first part, from Prop i6 to the end. For it is not 
possible for anyone properly to understand the things v'hich I wish to 
prove unless he takes great rare not to confound the power of God 
with the human power and right of kings. 


Proposition idea of God, ^ from uhich mfimte numbers of 

things follow in infimle ways, lan be one only 

Demonslralton. The i n finite inte llec t com prehends nothing Imt the 
attributes of G od and His modifications (Prop 30, pt 1) But God 
is on e (Corol. r, Prop. 14, pt i). Theref ore the i dea of God, from 
which infinite numbers of things follow in infimte ways, can be one 
only. — qed”~ 


PROPOSiTioi^^j^jTAe /orffiflP being of ideas reiogiuzci God for its cause 
in so far only as lie is considered ai a thinking thing, and not in 
so far as lie is manifested by any other attribute, that is to say, the 
ideas both of God’s attributes and of indnidual things do not recognize 
as their efficient cause the objects of the ideas or the things which are 
perceived, but God Himself in so far as He is a thinking thing 

Demonstration. This is pla in, from Prop. 3, pt 2, for w e there 
demonstrated that God can form an idea o f His own essence, and of 
all th ings which necessarily follow from it, solely because He is a 
linking thing , a nd not because H e is the o^eH of His idea There- 
fore, the forma l bemg of id^ recognizes God as its cause in so far as 
He is a thinking thing. But the proposition can be proved in anothe r 
•Or God’s idea (Idea Dei), see p 60 — Tr. 

•“Formal” = “objective,” as now understood, but it does not necessarily mean 
materially objective. The “formal bemg of ideas” = the mind. — Ta. 
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way . The formal being of ideas is a mode of thought (as is self- 
evident) .JJha^sto say, (Corol. Prop. 25, pt. i) , a mode which expre sses 
in a certain manner the nature of God in so far as He is a thinkin g 
thing . It is a m ode, therefore (Prop. 10, pt. i). that involves the 
conceptio n of no other attribute of God, and con sequently is the effect 
(Ax. 4, pt. i) of no other attribute except that of thougSt; th erefore 
the formal Being of ideas, etc. — Q e.d. 


PROPOSiTiON,J^^;^Ae modes of any attribute have God for a cause only 
in so far as He ts considered under that attribute of which they are 
modes, and not in so far as He is considered under any other attribute. 

Demonstration. Each attri bute is conceived_by itself and wit hout 
any othe r (Prop. 10, pt. i). Therefore the mode s of a ny attribute 
mvolve the c onception of that attribute and of no o^e r, and therefore 
7 A"x. 4, pt. i ) have God for a c a use m so far as He is considere d under 
that attribute of which they are mo des, and not so far as He is con - 
sxd^ed under any other attr ibute — q e.d. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that the formal being of things which 
are not modes of thought does not follow from the divine nature 
because of His prior knowledge of these things, but, as we have shown, 
just as ideas follow from the attnbute of thought, in the same manner 
and with the same necessity the objects of ideas follow and are con- 
cluded from their attributes. 


Proposition ^f^^^he order and connection of ideas w the same as the 
order and connection of things. ^ 

• 

"I^is i s eviden t from Ax. 4, pt. i For the idea of anything ca used ( 
depends upon a k nowledge of the cause of w hich the thmg caused is 
the effect. 

Corollary. Hence it follows t hat Go^jpower of thinking is equal 
to His actual power of acting, that is to say, whatever f ollows fmma UY 
^m ^e ihfi nrte natur e o f' God , fo llows from the iHea of God \idea 
Detl Tin the same order and in the same c onn ection objectively in God. 

Note. Before we go any further, we must here recall to our memory 
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what we have already demonstrated — that everything which can be 
perceived by the infinite intellect as constituting the essence of sub- 
stance pertains entirely to the one sole substance only, and conse- 
quently that substance thinking and substance extended are one and 
the same substance, which is now comprehended under this attribute 
and now under that. Thus, also, a mode of extension and the idea of 
that mode are one and the same thing expressed in two different 
ways — a truth which some of the Hebrews appear to have seen as if 
through a cloud, smce they say that God, the intellect of God, and 
the thing s which are the objects of that intellect are one and the same 
thing. For example, the circle existing in Nature and the idea that 
is in God of an existmg circle are one and the same thing which is 
manifested through different attributes, and, therefore, whether we 
think of Nature under the attribute of extension or under the attribute 
of thought or under any other attribute whatever, we shall discover 
one and the same order or one and the same connection of causes, 
that is to say, in every case the same sequence of things. Nor have 
I had any other reason for saying that God is the cause of the idea, 
for example, of the circle in so far only as He is a thinking thing, and 
of the circle itself in so far as He is an extended thing, but this, that 
the formal bemg of the idea of a circle can only be perceived through 
another mode of thought, as its proximate cause, and this again must 
be perceived through another, and so on od infinitum So that when 
things are considered as modes of thought we must explain the order 
of the whole of Nature or the connection of causes by the attribute of 
thought alone, and when things are considered as modes of extension, 
the order of the whole of Nature must be explained through the 
attribute of extension alone, and so with other attributes. Therefore, 
God is in truth the cause of things as they are in themselves, in so 
far as He consists of infinite attributes, nor for the present can I 
explain the matter more clearly. 


PaoposmoN ideas of non-existent individual things or modes 

are comprehended in the infinite idea of God, in the same way that 
the formal essences of individual things or modes are contained in 
the attributes of God. 
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Demonstration. This proposition is evident from the preceding 
proposition, but is to be understood more clearly from the preceding 
Note. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that when individual th i ngs do Mt 
exist u nless in s o far as they are comprehended in the attributes of 
Go^ their objective being or ideas do not exist unless in so far as the 
infinite idea of God e xists, and when individual things are said to 
exist, not only in so far as they are included in God’s attributes, but 
in so far as they are said to have duration, their ideas involve the 
existence through which the y are said to have duration. 

Note. If any one desires an instance in order that what I have said 
may be more fully understood, I cannot give one which will adequately 
explain what I have been saying, since an exact parallel does not exist; 
nevertheless, I will endeavor to give as good an illustration as can be 
found. 

The circle, for example, possesses this property that the rectangles 
contained by the segments of all straight Imes cutting one another in 
the same circle are equal; therefore in a circle there is contained an 
mfinite number of rectangles equal to one another, but none of them 
can be said to exist unless in so far as the circle 
exists, nor can the idea of any one of these rec- 
tangles be said to exist unless in so far as it is 
comprehended in the idea of the circle. Out of this 
infinite number of rectangles, let two only, E aiid 
D, be conceived to exist. The ideas of these two 
rectangles do not now exist merely in so far as 
they are comprehended in the idea of the circle, 
but because they involve the existence of their rectangles, and it 
is this which distinguishes them from the other ideas of the other 
rectangles 



PROPOsiTiON^^j^TAe idea of an individual thing actually existing has 
God for a cause, not in so far as He is infinite, hut in so far as He 
is considered to be affected by another idea of an individual thing 
actually existing, of which idea also He is the cause in so far as Be 
is affected by a third, and so on ad infinitum. 
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Demonstration. The idea of any individual thing actually existing 
is an individual mode of thought, and is distinct from other mod es of 
thought (Corol. and Note, Prop 8, pt 2), and therefore (Prop. 6, pt 2^ 
has God for a cause in so far only as He is a thmkmg thing; not indeed 
as a thmkmg thing absolutely (Prop. 28, pt. 1), but in s o far as He is 
considered as affected anq^ther mode of^thought. Again, He is the 
cause of this latter mode of thought in so far as He is considered as 
affected by another , and so on od infinitum. But the o rder and con- 
nection of ideas (Prop 7, pt 2) is the sam e as the order and conn^tion 
of causes; theref ore evety individual idea has for its cause another 
idea, that is to say, God in so far Jle is effected by another idea, 
while of this second idea God is again the cause in the same way, 
and so on ad infinitum — Q e d. 

Corollary. A knowledge of evei ything which happens in t he in di- 
vidual object of any idea exists m God in so far only as He possesses 
the idea of that objet I 

Demonstration. The idea of everything which happens in the 
object of any idea exists in God (Prop 3, pt. 2), not in so far as He 
is mfinite, but in so far as He is considered as affected by another 
idea of an mdividual thing (Prop 9, pt. 2), but (Prop. 7, pt 2) the 
order and connection of idc.is is the same as the order and connection 
of things, and therefore the knowledge of that which happens m any 
individual object will exist in God in so far only as He has the idea of 
that object. — Q E D. 


Propositioi!^,^ The being of substance does not pertain to the essence 
of man, or, in other words, substance does not constitute the form of 
man. 


Demonstration. The being of substance involves necessary existence 
(Prop. 7, pt i). ^iF^hcrefore, the being of substance pertained to tSe 
essence of man, the existence of man would necessarily follow from 
the e xistence of substance (Def. 2, pt. 2), and consequently he would 
necessarily exist, w'hich (Ax. i, pt. 2) is an absurd^. Therefore the 
being of substance does not pertain, etc — Q.r d 
Note. This proposition may be demonstrated from Prop. 5, pt. i, 
which proves that there are not two substances of the same nature. 
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For since it is possible for more men than one to exist, therefore that 
which constitutes the form of man is not the being of substance. 
This proposition is evident also from the other properties of substance, 
as, for example, that it is by its nature infinite, immutable, indivisible, 
etc , as anyone may easily see. 

Corollary. ‘ Hence it follows that the essence of man consists of 
certain modifications of the a ttributes of God; for the being of sub- 
stance does not pertain to the essence of man (Prop lo, pt. 2). It is 
theref ore somethin g (Prop. 15, pt. 1) which is in God, and which 
witliout God can neither b e nor be conceived, or (Corol. Prop. 25, pt. i) 
a m odification or mod e which expresses the nature of God in a certain 
and determ inate manner. 

Note. Everyone must admit that without God nothing can be nor 
can be conceived, for everyone admits that God is the sole cause both 
of the essence and of the existence of all things, that is to say, God 
is not only the cause of things, to use a common expression, secundum 
fieri, but also secundum esse. But many people say that that pertains 
to the essence of a thing without which the thing can neither be nor 
can be conceived, and they therefore believe either that the nature of 
God belongs to the essence of created things or that created things 
can be or can be conceived without God, or, which is more probable, 
there is no consistency in their thought. I believe that the cause of 
this confusion is that they have not observed a proper order of philo- 
sophic study. For although the divine nature ought to be studied 
first, because it is first in the order of knowledge and in the order of 
things, they think it last, while, on the other hand, those things which 
are called objects of the senses arc believed to stand before everything 
else. Hence it has come to pass that there was nothing of which men 
thought less than the divine nature while they have been studying 
natural objects, and when they afterwards applied themselves to think 
about God, there was nothing of which they could think less than 
those prior fictions upon which they had built their knowledge of 
natural things, for these fictions could in no way help to the knowl- 
edge of the divine nature. It is no wonder, therefore, if we find them 
continually contradicting themselves But this I pass by. For my 
only purpose was to give a reason why I did not say that that pertains 
to the essence of a thing without which the thing can neither be nor 
can be conceived; and my reason is that individual things cannot- be 
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nor be conceived without God, and yet Gtod does not pertain to their 
essence. I have rather, therefore, said that the essence of a thing is 
necessarily that, which being given, the thing is posited, and being 
taken away, the thing is taken away, or that without which the thing 
can neither be nor be conceived, and which in its turn cannot be nor 
be conceived without the thing. 


Proposition first thmg which forms the actual being of the 
human mind is nothing else than the idea of an individual thing 
actually existing. 


Demonstration. The essence of man is formed (Corol. Prop. lo, pt. 2) 
by certain modes of tB^ttributes of God, that is to say (Ax 2, pt. 2), 
modes of thought, theTdea of a ll of them being p rior by natur^to the 
modes of thought themsel ves (Ax 3, pt. 2), and if this idea exists, 
other m odes (which also have an idea in nature prior to tliem) must 
exist in 4 e same mdividual liewise (Ax. 3, pt. 2). Therefore an idea 
is the first thing which forms the being of the human mind. But if is 
not the idea of a non-existent thing, for then the ide a itself (CorOl 
Prop. 8, pt. 2) could not be said to exist. It will, therefore, be the 
idea o f something actually existing. Neit her will it be the idea of an 
infin ite thing, for an infinite thing must always necessanly exist 
(Props. 21 and 22, pt i), and this (Ax. i, pt 2) w absurd. Therefore, 
the first thmg which forms the actual being of the human mmd is the 
idea o f an individual thing actually existing — q 1 d. 

Corollary. Henoe it follows that the human mmd is a part of the 
infinite intellect of God, and therefore, when we say that the human 
mi^ perceives this or that thing, we say notliing else than that God 
has this or that idea, not indeed m so far as He is mfinite„but in so 
fS^rHe is manifested SBrough the nature of the human maid, or m 
so far as He forms the essence of the human mind ; and when ^e say 
that God has this or that idea, not merely in so far as He fofxns the 
nature of the ~Euman ^md ,'but in so far as He has at the "same time 
with t he human mind the idea also of another thing, then w'e say* 
that &e human mind perceives the thing partially orlhadequately. 

Note. At this point many of my readers will no doubt stick fast, 
and will think of many things which will cause delay, and I therefore 
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beg of them to advance slowly, step by step, with me, and not to 
pronoimce judgment until they shall have read everything which I 
have to say. 


Proposition "^^^halener happens in the object of the idea constituting 
the human mind must be perceived by the human mind; or, in other 
words, an idea of that thing will necessarily exist in the human mind. 
That is to say, if the object of the idea constituting the human mind 
be a body, nothing can happen in that body which is not perceived 
by the mind 

Demonstration The knowledge of everything which happens in 
the object of any idea necessarily exists m God (Corel. Prop. 9, pt. 2), 
in ^ far as He is considered as affected with the idea of that object; 
that is to say (Prop, ii, pt. 2),Jnjo^r as He forms the mind of any 
bemg 'fhe knowledge, therefore, necessarily exists m God of every- 
Qiing which happens in the object of the idea constituting the human 
mind, that is to say, Tt exists in Ilirn^ so far as He forms the nature 
of the human mind, or, in other words (Corol. Prop, ii, pt. 2), Jhe 
knowledge of this tting will necessarily be m the mind, or the min d 
perceives it. — q e.d. 

Note. This proposition is plainly deducible and more easily to be 
understood from Note, Prop. 7, pt. 2, to which the reader is referred. 


Proposition XIIL The object of the idea constituting the human mind 
is a body, or a certain mode of extension actually existing, and 
nothing else 

tt 

Demonstration. For if the body were not the object of the human 
mind, the ideas of the modifications of the body would not be in God 
(Corol. Prop. 9, pt. 2) in so far as He has formed our mind] but would 
be in Him in so far as He has formed the mind of another thing; that 
is to say (Corol. Prop, ii, pt 2)^^ ideas of the modifications of the 
^dy would not be in our mind. But (Ax. 4, pt. 2) we have ideas of 
^e modifications of a b ody, t herefore, the object of the idea coiistitut- 
ing the hum^ mind is a body, and that, too, (Prop, ii, pt. 2) actually 
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existing. Again, if there were also any other obj ect of th e mini j 
"beside s a body, since nothing e xists from which some effect does not 
follow (Prop. 36, pt. i), the idea of some effe ct produced b y ^is objec t 
would necessarily exist i n our mind (Prop ii,pt. 2). But (Ax. 5, pt. 2) 
there is no such idea, and therefore the object of our mind is a body 
existing, and nothing else. — q e J5. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that man is composed of mind and body, 
and that theTliiman body exists as we perceive it 

Hence we see not only that the human mind is united to the 
body, but also what is to be understood by the union of the mind and 
body. But no one can understand it adequately or distinctly without 
knowing adequately beforehand the nature of our body; for those 
things which we have proved hitherto are altogether general, nor do 
they refer more to man than to other individuals, all of which are 
animate, although in different degrees. For of everythmg there 
necessarily exists in God an idea of which He is the cause, in the same 
way as the idea of the human body exists in Him; and therefore every- 
thing that we have said of the idea of the human body is necessarily 
true of the idea of any other thing. We cannot, however, deny that 
ideas, like objects themselves, differ from one another, and that one 
is more excellent and contains more reality than another, just as the 
object of one idea is more excellent and contains more reality than 
another. Therefore, m order to determine the difference between the 
human mind and other things and its supenonty over them, we must 
first know, as we have said, the nature of its object, that is to say, 
the nature of the human body. I am not able to explain it here, nor 
is such an explanation necessary for what I wish to demonstrate. 

Thus much, nevertheless, I will say generally — that in proportion 
as one body is better adapted than another to do or suffer many thmgs, 
in the same proportion will the mind at the same time be betfer adapted 
to perceive many things, and the more the actions of a body depend 
upon itself alone, and the less other bodies co-operate with it in action, 
the better adapted will the mind be for distinctly understanding. 
We can thus determine the superiority of one mind to another, we 
can also see the reason why we have only a very confused knowledge 
of our body, together with many other things which I shall deduce in 
what follows. For this reason I have thought it worth while more 
accurately to explain and demonstrate the truths just mentioned, to 
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which end it is necessaiy for me to say beforehand a few words upon 
the nature of bodies. 

Axiom i. All bodies are either in a state of motion or rest. 

Axiom 2. Every body moves, sometimes slowly, sometimes quickly. 


Lemma I. Bodies are distinguished from one another in respect of 
motion and rest, quickness and slowness, and not Hn respect of 
substance. 

Demonstration. I suppose the first part of tliis proposition to be 
self-evident. But it is plain (hat bodies are not distinguished in 
respect of substance, both from Prop 5, pt. i, and Prop. 8, pt. i, and 
still more plainly from what I have said m the Note to Prop. 15, pt. i. 


Lemma II. AU bodies agree in some respects. 

Demonstration. For all bodies agree in this that they involve the 
conception of one and the same attribute (Def. i, pt 2). They have, 
moreover, this in common that they arc capable generally of motion 
and of rest, and of motion at one time quicker, and at another slower. 


Lemma III. A body in motion or at rest must be determined to motion 
or rest by another body, which was also determined to motion or rest 
by another, and that in its turn by another, and so on ad infinitum 

Demonstration. Bodies (Def. i, pt. 2) are individual things, which 
(Lem i) aft distinguished from one another m respect of motion and 
rest, and therefore (Prop. 28, pt. i) each one must necessarily be 
determined to motion or rest by another individual thing, that is to 
say (Prop. 6, pt. i), by anotlier body which (Ax. i) is also either in 
motion or at rest But this body, by the same reasoning, could not 
be in motion or at rest unless it had been determined to motion or 
rest by another body, and this again, by the same reasoning, must 
have been determined by a third, and so on ad infinitum. — q.e.d 
Corollary. Hence it follows that a body in motion will continue in 
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motion until it be determined to a state of rest by another body, and 
that a body at rest will continue at rest until it be determined to a 
state of motion by another body. This indeed is self-evident. For if 
I suppose that a body, A, for example, is at rest, if I pay no regard 
to other bodies in motion, I can say nothing about the body A except 
that it is at rest. If it should afterwards happen that the body A 
should move, its motion could not certainly be a result of its former 
rest, for from its rest nothing could follow than that the body A should 
remain at rest. If, on the other hand, A be supposed to be in motion, 
so long as we regard A alone, the only thing we can affirm about it is 
that it moves. If it should afterwards happen that A should be at 
rest, the rest could not certainly be a result of the former motion, for 
from its motion nothing could follow but that A should move; the 
rest must therefore be a result of something which was not in A, that 
is to say, of an external cause by which it was determined to rest 

Axiom i. All the modes by which one body is affected by another 
follow from the nature of the body affected, and at the same time 
from the nature of the affecting body, so that one and the same body 
may be moved in different ways according to the diversity of the 
nature of the moving bodies, and, on the other hand, different bodies 
may be moved in different wa3is by one and the same body. 

Axiom 2. When a body in motion strikes against another which is 
at rest and immovable, it is reflected, in order that it may continue 
its motion, and the angle of the line of reflected motion with the plane 
of the body at rest against which it struck will be equal to the angle 
which the line of the motion of incidence 
makes with the same plane. 

This much for simplest bodies which are 
distinguished from one another by motion and 
rest, speed and slowness alone; let us now 
advance to composite bodies. 

Def When a number of bodies of the same or of different mag- 
nitudes are pressed together by others, so that they lie one upon the 
other, or if th^ are in motion with the same or with different degrees 
of speed, so that th^f communicate their motion to one another in a 
certain fixed proportion — these bodies are said to be mutually 
united, and taken altogether they are said to compose one body or 
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individual which is distinguished from other bodies by this imion of 
bodies. 

Axiom 3 . Whether it is easy or difficult to force the parts composing 
an individual to change their situation, and consequently whether it 
is easy or difficult for the individual to change its shape, depends 
upon whether the parts of the individual or of the compound body 
lie with less, or whether they lie with greater, surfaces upon one 
another. Hence bodies whose parts he upon each other with greater 
surfaces I will call “hard”, those “soft” whose parts lie on one another 
with smaller surfaces; and those “fluid” whose parts move among 
each other. 


Lemma IV. If a certain number of bodies be separated from the body or 
individual which is composed of a number of bodies, and if their 
place be supplied by the same number of other bodies of the same 
nature, the individual will retain the nature which it had before 
without any change of form. 

Demonstration. Bodies are not distinguished in respect of substance 
(Lem. i) ; but that which makes the form of an individual is the union 
of bodies (by the preceding definition). This form, however (by 
hypothesis), is retained, although there may be a continuous change 
of the bodies. The individual, therefore, will retain its nature with 
regard both to substance and to mode,, as before. — q.e.d. 


Lemma V. If the parts composing an individual become greater or less 
proportionately, so that they preserve towards one another the same 
kindtof motion and rest, the individual will also retain the nature 
which it had before without any change of form. 

Demonstration. The demonstration is of the same kind as that 
immediately preceding. 


Lemma VI If any number of bodies composing an individual are 
competed to divert into one direction the motion they previously 
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had m another, but are nevertheless able to continue and reciprocally 
commumcate their motions in the same manner as before, the indi- 
vidtial will then retain its nature without any change of form. 

Demonstration. This is self-evidcmt, for the individual is supposed 
to retain everything which, according to the definition, constitutes its 
form. 


Leuma VII. The individual thus composed will, moreover, retain its 
nature whether it move as a whole or be at rest, or whether it move 
in this or that direction, provided that each part retain its own motion 
and communkale it as before to the rest. 

Demonstration. The proof is evident from the definition preceding 
Lemma 4. 

Note. We thus see in what manner a composite individual can be 
affected in many ways and yet retain its nature. Up to this point 
we have conceived an individual to be composed merely of bodies 
which are distinguished from one another solely by motion and rest, 
speed and slowness, that is to say, to be composed of the most simple 
bodies. If we now consider an individual of another kind, composed 
of many mdividuals of diverse natures, wc shall discover that it may 
be affected in many other ways, its nature nevertheless bemg preserved 
For since each of its parts is composed of a number of bodies, each part 
(by the preceding Lemma), without any change of its nature, can 
move more slowly or more quickly, and consequently can communicate 
its motion more quickly or more slowly to the rest. If we now imagine 
a third kind of individual composed of these of the second kind, we 
shall discover that it can be affected in many other ways without any 
change of form. Thus, if we advance ad infinitum, we may easily 
conceive the whole of nature to be one individual whose parts, that is 
to say, all bodies, differ in infinite ways without any change of the 
whole individual. If it had been my object to consider specially the 
question of a body, I should have had to explain and demonstrate 
these things more fully. But, as I have already said, I have another 
end in \aew, and I have noticed them only because I can easily deduce 
from them those things which I have proposed to demonstrate. 



or THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND 


95 


Postidaie i. The human body is composed of a number of individual 
parts of diverse nature, each of which is composite to a high degree. 

Postidaie 2. Of the individual parts of which the human body is 
composed, some are fluid, some soft, and some hard. 

Postulate 3., The individual parts composing the human body, and 
consequently the human body itself, are affected by external bodies 
in many ways. 

Postidaie 4. The human body needs for its preservation many other 
bodies by which it is, as it were, contmually regenerated. 

Postulate 5. When a fluid part of the human body is determined by 
an external body, so that it often strikes upon another which is soft, 
the fluid part changes the plane of the soft part and leaves upon it, 
as it were, some traces of the imjiclhng external body. 

Postulate 6. The human body can move and arrange external bodies 
.m ipany ways. 


Proposition The human mind is adapted to the perception of 
many things, and its aptitude increases in proportion to the number 
of ways in which its body can be disposed. 

Demonstration The hum an body is affected (Post. 3 and 6) in man y 
ways by exter nal bodies, and is so disposed as to affect external bodies 
in many ways But thcTuman mmd must perceive (Prop. 12, pt 2) 
evcr)’t hing which happens in the human body . The hum an mind is 
the refore adapted, etc — q.e.d. 


PROPOSiTiON.^^Jr'r/ie idea which constitutes the formal being of the 
human mind is not simple, but is composed of a number of ideas. 

Demonstration. The idea which co nstitutes the formal being of the 
human mind is the idea of a body (Prop 13, pt. 2) winch (Post, i) 
is composed of~a numb er oFTndmduals composite to a high degree. 
But an idea of each indiv idual composing the body must necess arily 
exist in God ( Corol. Prop. 8, pt. 2); therefore (Prop 7, pt. 2) the idea 
of the human body is composed of these several ideas of the component 
parts — Q.E D. 
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Proposition idea of every way in which the human body is 

affected by external bodies must involve the natttre of the human body, 
and at the same time the nature of the external body. 

Demonstration. A ll ways in which any body is affected follow at 
the same time from the nature of the affected body a nd from the 
nature of the affecting body (Ax i, following Corol Lem. 3) 7 the refore, 
the id ea of these modifications (Ax 4, pt. i) necessarily involves th e 
nature of each body, and therefore the idea of each way in wh ich t he 
human body is affected by a n external body involves the nature^ 
_the human body and of the external body. — q.e d. 

Corollary i. Hence it follows, in the first p lace, th a t the hum an 
mind perceives the n a ture of m any bodies together with th at of its 
own body . 

Corollary 2. It follows, secondly, that the ideas we have of external 
bodies indicate the constitution of our own body rather than tlie 
, ^ture of external bodies. This 1 have explained in the Appendix of 
the First Part by many examples. 


Proposition If the human body be affected in a way which 

involves the nature of any external body, the human mind will con- 
template that external body as actually existing or as present, until 
the human body be affected by a modification which excludes the 
existence or presence of the external body. 

Demonstration. This is evident. For so long as the hu man body 
is t hus affected, so long will the human mind ( Prop. 12, pt. ^£on- 
template this modification of the external body, that is to say (Prop. 
16, pt. 2), it will have a n idea of a mode actually exis^mg which 
involves the nature of the external body, that is to say, an idea which 
does not exclude the existence or presence of the nature of the ext emld 
bod y, but posits it, and therefore the mind (Corol. i. Prop. 16, pF.'^ 
will con template the external body as actually existing, etc, — q.e.d. 

Corollary. The mind is able to contemplate external things by 
which the human body was once affected as if Biey w^ pres ent, 
although they are not present and do not exist . ~ 

Demonstration. When external bodies so determine the fluid parts 
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of the human body that they often strike upon the softer parts, the 
fluid parts change the plane of the soft parts (Post. 5); and thence it 
happens that the fluid parts are reflected from the new planes in a 
direction different from that in which they used to be reflected (Ax. 2, 
following Corol Lem. 3), and that also afterwards, when they strike 
against these new planes by their own spontaneous motion, they are 
reflected in the same way as when they were impelled towards those 
planes by external bodies. Consequently, those fluid bodies produce 
a modification in the human body while they keep up this reflex motion 
similar to that produced by the presence of an external body. The 
mmd, therefore (Prop. 12, pt. 2), will think as before, that is to say, 
it will again contemplate the external body as present (Prop. 17, pt 2). 
This will happen as often as the fluid parts of the human body strike 
agaiost those planes by their own spontaneous motion. Therefore, 
. altjjough the external bodies by which the human body was once 
affected do not exist, the mind will perceive them as if they were 
present so often as this action is repeated in the body. — q.e.d. 

Note We see, therefore, how it is possible for us to contemplate 
things which do not exist as if they were actually present. This may 
indeed be produced by other causes, but I am satisfied with having 
here shown one cause through which 1 could explain it, just as if I 
had explained it through the true cause. I do not think, however, 
that I am far from the truth, smce no postulate which I have assumed 
contains anything which is not confirmed by an experience that we 
cannot mistrust after we have proved the existence of the human 
body as we perceive it (Corol. following Prop. 13, pt. 2). Moreover 
(Corol Prop. 17, pt 2, and Corol. 2, Prop. 16, pt 2), we clearly see 
what is the difference between the idea, for example, of Peter, which 
constitutes the essence of the mind itself of Peter, and the idea of 
Peter himself which is in another man; for example, in Paul. For the 
foniler directly manifests the essence of the body of Peter himself, 
nor does it mvolve existence unless so long as Peter exists, the latter, 
on the other hand, indicates rather the constitution of the body of 
Paul than the nature of Peter; and therefore so long as Paul’s body 
exists with that constitution, so long will Paul’s mind contemplate 
Peter as present, although he does not exist. But in order that we 
may retain the customary phraseology, we will give to those modifi- 
cations of the human body, the ideas of which represent to us external 
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bodies as if they were present, the name of images of things, although 
they do not actually reproduce the forms of the things. When the 
mind contemplates bodies in this way, we will say that it imagines. 
Here I wish it to be observed, in order that I may begin to show what 
error is, that these imaginations of the mind, regarded by themselves, 
contam no error, and that the mind is not m error because it imagines, 
but only in so far as it is considered as wanting in an idea which 
excludes the existence of those things which it imagines as present. 
For if the mind, when it imaguies non-existent things to be present, 
could at the same time know' that those thmgs did not really exist, 
it would think its power of imagmation to be a virtue of its nature 
and not a defect, especially if this faculty of imagining depended upon 
its own nature alone, that is to say (Def 7, pt. i), if this faculty of 
the mind were free 


Proposition If the human body has at any time been stmtiUa- 

ncously affected by two or more bodies, whenever the mind afterwards 
imagines one of them, tl mil also remember the others. 

Demonstration. The mind ima gines a body (Corel Prop. 17, pt. 2) 
becau se the h uman bo^ is affected and di spo s ed by the im pressions 
of an external body, just as it was affected w'hen certain jif its parts 
receiveiTan impulse from the external body itself Ib’*., by hypothesis, 
the bo dy was at that time disposed m such a manner tliat the mind 
imagined two bodies at once, tJierefore it w'lll im agine two at once 
now , and whenever it imagines one, it wdl immediately recollect the 
other. — Q E.D 

Note We clearly understand by this what memory is. It is nothing 
else than a certain concatenation of ideas, involving thennature of 
things w'hich are outside the human body — a concatenation which 
corresponds in the mmd to the order and concatenation of the modifi- 
cations of the human body. I say, first, that it is a concatenation of 
those ideas only which involve the nature of things which are outside 
the human body, and not of those ideas which explain the nature of 
those things, for there are in truth (Prop. 16, pt. 2) ideas of the modi- 
fications of the human body which involve its nature as well as the 
nature of external bodies. I say, in the second place, that this con- 
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catenation takes place according to the order and concatenation of 
the modifications of the human body, that I may distinguish it from 
the concatenation of ideas which takes place according to the order of 
the intellect and enables the mind to perceive things through their 
first causes, and is the same in all men. Hence we can clearly under- 
stand how it is that the mind from the thought of one thing at once 
turns to the thought of another thing which is not in any way like 
the first. For example, from the thought of the word pomum a Roman 
immediately turned to the thought of the fruit which has no resem- 
blance to the articulate sound pomum, nor anything in common with 
it except this that the body of that man was often affected by the 
thing and the sound; that is to say, he often heard the word pomum 
when he saw tiie fruit. In this manner each person will turn from 
one thought to another according to the manner m which the habit 
. of ^ach has arranged the images of thmgs in the body. The soldier, 
for instance, if he sees the footsteps of a horse in the sand, will immedi- 
ately turn from the thought of a horse to the thought of a horseman, 
and so to the thought of war. The countryman, on the other hand, 
from the thought of a horse will turn to the thought of his plough, 
his field, etc ; and thus each person will turn from one thought to this 
or that thought, according to the manner in which he has been accus- 
tomed to connei t and bind together the images of things in his mind. 


Proposition 'SJ^k'The human mind does not know the human body 
itself, nor does it know that the body exists except through ideas of 
modifications by which the body is a_ffected. 

Demonstration. Th^human m ind is the idea itself or the knowledge 
of the human bod y (Prop. 13, pt. 2). This knowledge (Prop. 9, pt. 2) 
_ is in God in so far as He is considered as affected by another idea of 
an individual thing . . But because (Post 4) tiic human body needs a 
number of bodies by which it is, as it were, continually re^nerated, 
and because the order and co nnec tion of ideas is the same as the order 
a nd connection of causes (Prop. 7, pt. 2), this idea wi ll belh God in 
-So far as He is considered as affected by the ideas of a mu ltitude of 
individual thing s. 

God, therefore, has the ide a of the human body or knows the human 
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body in so far as He is affected by a multitude of other ideas, and not 
in so far as He forms the nature of the h mnajT mihd; that ii~to say 
(Corol. II, pt. 2), Bie human mmd does not know tiie human body . 
But the ideas of the m odifications of the body are in God in so fa r as 
he forms the nature of the huma n mmd; that is to s ay (Prop. 12, pt. 2), 
t he hiunan mind perceives these modificati ons and, consequentiy 
(Prop. 16, pt. 2), &e human body itself actually e:^tmg (Prop. 17, 
pt. 2). The human mind, therefore, perceives the human body, etc. 

— Q.E.D. 


Proposition There exists in God the idea or knowledge of the 
human mind, which follows in Him and ts related to Him in the 
same way as the idea or knowledge of the human body. 

Demonstration. Thought is an attribute of God ( Prop, i, pt '2), 
and therefore there must ne cessarily exist in God an ide a of Himself 
(Prop. 3, pt 2), together with an idea of all H is modifications, and 
consequentl y (Prop ii, pt. 2) an idea of the human min 5 . Mor eover, 
this idea or knowledge of the mind does not exist in God in so far as' 
He is infinite, but In~so far as He is affected by another idea of an 
individual thing (Prop. 9, pt 2) But the or der j,nd connection of 
ideas is the same as the order and connection of causes (Prop. 7, pt. 2). 
This idea or k nowledge of the mind, therefore, follav'^in God, and is 
related to God m th e sa me manner as the idea or knowledge ^ the 
body. — Q E.D. 


Proposition This idea of the mind is united to the mind in the 
same way as the mind itself is united to the body , 

Demonstration. We have shown tha t the mind is united to the body 
because the bo dy is the object of the mind_(Props 12 and 13, pt. 2), 
theref ore, by the same reasonin^&e idea of the mind must be united 
with its obje c t, ^e mmd itsel f, in the same way as the mind itself is 
uni^ tolSe body. — q.e.d. 

Note. 'TEs propKisition is to be understood much more clearly from 
what has been said in the Note to Prop. 7, pt. 2, for we have there 
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shown that the idea of the body and the body, that is to say (Prop. 
13, pt. 2), the mind and the body, are one and the same individual 
which at one time is considered under the attribute of thought, and 
at another under that of extension: the idea of the mind, therefore, 
and the mind itself are one and the same thing, which is considered 
under one and the same attribute, that of thought. It follows, I say, 
that the idea of the mind and the mmd itself exist in God from the 
same necessity and from the same power of thought. For, indeed, 
the idea of the mind, that is to say, the idea of the idea, is nothing but 
the form of the idea in so far as this is considered as a mode of thought 
and without relation to the object, just as a person who knows any- 
thing by that very fact knows that he knows, and knows that he 
knows that he knows, and so on ad infinitum. But more on this 
subj'ect afterwards. 

Proposition human mind not only perceives the modifica- 

tions of Iheoody, but also the ideas of these modifications. 

Demonstration. The ideas of the ideas of modifications follow in 
God a nd are related to God m the same way as the ideas themselvei 
*brmodifications. This is demonstrated like Prop. 20, pt. 2. But th e 
ideas of the modifications of the body are in the human mmd (Prop. 
12, pt. 2), th at-js- 4 o say, in God (Corol Prop. ii,*pt 7 2y,'m so far as 
He constitutes the essence of tlie human mind; thwefore, the idea? of 
these Ideas will be in God in so far as He has the knowledge or idea 
of the human mind, thatls to say (Prop. 21, pt 2), they will be in’ 
Ae human mind it^lf, which, therefore, not only perceives the modifi- 
cations of the body, but also the ideas of these modifications. — q.e.d. 


Proposition mind does not know itself except in so far as 

it perceives the ideas of the modifications of the body. 

Demonstration. The idea or knowledge of the nmd (Prop. 20, pt. 2) 
follows in Go d and i s related to God m the same way as the idea or 
knowledge of Ae body. But since (Prop 19, pt. 2 ) TEeTiuman mi nJ 
does not know the human body itself, that is to say (Corol. Prop, ii, 
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pt. 2), since the knowledge of the hum an body is not related to God 
in so far as He constitutes the nature of the human mind, tnefdbfe 
the knowled^ of the mind is not related to God in so far as He con- 
stitutes ^ e^smce of theTium^ mind^nd therefore (Corol. Prop. 
II, pt. 2) the human mind so far does not know itself. More over, 
the ide as of the mo difications by which the body is affected involve 
the nature of the hum an b^ody itself (Prop. 16, pt. 2), thaHs to say 
(Prop. 13, pt. 2), jhey agree withjbe nature of the mind, therefore, 
a knowledge of these ideas will necessarily involve a knowledge of 
the m md. But (Prop. 22, pt. 2) the knowledge of these ideas is in 
the human min d itself, and therefore the human mind solar biJy ha% 
& knowledge of itself. — q.x.d. 


PaoposmoN The human mind does not involve an adequate 

knowledge yme parts composing the human body. 

Demonstration. The parts composing the human body pertain to 
the essence of the body itself only in so far as they communicate 
their motions to one another by some certain method (see Def follow- 
ing Corol. Lem. 3), and not in so far as they can be considered as 
individual parts without relation to the human body. For the parts 
of the human body are individual (Post i), composite to a high degree, 
parts of which (Lem 4) can be separated from th(i„h.j’man body and 
communicate their motions (Ax. i, following Lem. 3) to other bodies 
in another way, although the nature and form of tlie human body 
itself is closely preserved. Therefore (Prop. 3, pt 2) the idea or 
knowledge of each part will be in God in so far as He is considered 
as affected (Prop. 9, pt. 2) by another idea of an individual thing, 
which individual thing is prior to the part itself in the order pf Nature 
(Prop. 7, pt. 2). The same thmg may be said of each part of the 
individual itself composing the human body, and therefore tlie knowl- 
edge of each part composing the human body exists in God m so far 
as He IS affected by a number of ideas of tilings, and not in so far as 
He has the idea of the human body only, that is to say (Prop 13, pt 2), 
the idea which constitutes the nature of the human mind, and therefore 
(Corol. Prop, ii, pt. 2) the human mind does not mvolve an adequate 
knowledge of the parts composing the human body. — Q kd. 
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Proposition idea of each modification of the human body 

does not involve an adequate knowledge of an external body. 

Demonstration. We have shown that th e idea of a modifi c ation 
the humail body involves the nature of an external body so far as 
(Prop. 16, pt. 2) the exter n al body determin es the human body in 
some certain manner. But in so far as the external body is an individ- 
ual which is not rel ated to the human body, its idea or Eno^edgels 
in God (Prop. 9, pt. 2) in so far as He is con sidered as affected by 
the idea of another thing, which idea (Prop 7, pt. 2)_is by nature prior 
to the external body itself. Therefore the adequate knowledge of aiT 
external body is notln God in so far as He has the idea of the modifica- 
tion of the human body, or, m other words, the idea of the modification 
of the human bodyllocs not iinolve an adequate knowledge of an 
external body. — Q e.d. 


Proposition ICf^^L^he human tnrnd perceives no external body as 
actually existing unless through the ideas of the modifications of its 
body. 

Demonstration. If the human bod y is m no way affected by any 
exter nal body, w (Prop 7, pt 2) the idea of th e human body , that 
IS to (Prop. 13, pt 2), t he huma n mind, is not affected in any 
way by the idea of the existence of that body, nor does it in any way 
perceive the existence of that external body. But in so far as the 
human J)ody is affected in any way by any external body, so far 
XProp 16, pt. 2, with its Corol ) does it perceive the external body. 
— Q > D., 

Corollary In so far as the human mind imagines an external body, 
s o far it has not an adequate knowledge of it. 

Demc' ation. When the human mind through the ideas of the 
modifnations of its body contemplates external bodies, we say that it 
then imagines (Note, Prop. 17, pt. 2), nor can the mind (Prop 26, 
pt. 2) in any other way imagine external bodies as actually existmg. 
Therefore (Prop 25, pt 2) in so far as the mind imagines external 
bodies it does not possess an adequate knowledge of them. — q.e.d. 
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PKOPOsmON The idea of any modification of the human body 

does not involve an adequate knowledge of the human body itsdf. 

Demonstration. Every idea of any mod ification of the human body 
involves the nature of the human body in so far as the human body 
itseSTs considered as affected in a certain manner (Prop. i6, pt. 2). 
Butin so far as the human b<^y is anindividual which can be affected 
in a multitude of odier ways, its idea, etc. (See Demonst. Prop. 
2S, pt. 2.) 


Proposition X^VJII. The ideas of the modifications of the human 
bodyy in so far as they are related only to the human mind, are not 
dear and distinct but confused. 

, t 

Demonstration. The ideas of the modifications of t he hum a n body 
inv olv e the natur e botF of e^mal TaodieF^nd of the human bo $r 
itself (^opr 16, pt. 2), and mus t i nvolve the nature n o t only of the 
human body, but of its parts, for^e mod ifications are ways (Post. 3) 
_in which the parts of the human body, and consequently the whole 
body, is a ffected But (Props. 24 and 23, pt. 2) an adequ a te knbv^ - 
edge of external bodies and of the parts composing the human body 
does not exist in Cod in so far as He is considered as affecteJ by the 
human mind, but in so far~as He is affe cte 3 ~by otliefldeas. "^ese 
ideas of modifications, therefore, in so far as they are r^ted to the* 
^unian mind alone, "are like conclusions ^thout premisses, that is to 
say, as is self-evident, they are confused ideas — q e d. 

Note. The idea which forms the nature of the mind is demonstrated 
in the same way not to be clear and distinct when considered m itself 
So also with the idea of the human mind, and the ideas of the ideas 
of the modifications of the human body, m so far as they are related 
to the mind alone, as every one may easily see. 


Proposition JQpX. The idea of the idea of any modification of the 
human body does not involve an adequate knowledge of the human 
mind. 
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Demonstration. The idea of a modification of the human bod y (Prop. 

27, pt. 2) does noT inv olve an adequate knowledge of the body itself, 

or, in other words, does not adequately express its na ture, th aFis to 
sa^(Prop. 13, pt. 2^. it does not correspond adequatdy_ with the 
nature of the human mind, and therefore (Ax. 6, pt. i) the idea of 
t his idea does not adequal^y~ei^ ess the nature of the human mimd, 
n or involve an adequate knowledge of it. — q e.d. ' 

Corollary. From this it is evident that the hu man mind, when it 
per ceives things in the common order o f Natur eTTias no adequate 
kno wledge of itself nor of its ow n body, nor of e xtern al bod ies, but 
only a confused and mutilated knowled ge; for the mind does not 
know itself unless in so far as it perceives the ideas of the modifications 
of the body (Prop. 23, pt 2). Moreover (Prop. 19, pt. 2), it does not 
perceive its body unless through those same ideas of the modifications 
• bj^peans of which alone (Prop. 26, pt. 2) it perceives external bodies. 
Therefore, in so far as it possesses these ideas it possesses an adequate 
knowledge neither of itself (Prop. 29, pt 2), nor of its body (Prop. 
27 > Pf- 2), nor of external bodies (Piop. 25, pt. 2), but merely (Prop. 

28, pt. 2, together with tlie Note) a mutilated and confused knowledge. 

— QED. 

Note I say expressly that the mind has no adequate knowledge of 
itself, nor of its body, nor of external bodies, but has only a confused 
knowledge as often as it perceives things in the common order of 
Nature, that is .;v.»say, as often as it is determined to the contemplation 
of this or that externally — namely, by a chance coincidence, and not 
as often as it is determmed tnternally — for the reason that it contem- 
plates® several things at once, and is determmed to understand in 
what they differ, agree, or oppose one another, for whenever it is 
internally disposed in this or in any other way, it then contemplates 
things clearly and distmclly, as I shall show presently. 


Proposition About the durahon of mir body we can have but a 

very inadequate knowledge. 

Demonstration. The duration of our body does not depend upon 
Its essence (Ax. i 7 pt. 2), nor upon the absolute nature oTGod (Prop! 
In this latter cage — Ts. 



to6 


THE ETHICS 


21, pt. i) , but ( Prop. 28, pt. i)_the body is determined to existence 
and action by causes which also are determined by others to existence 
Md action in a cer tain and dcterminate~mafm e r, whi lst these, again, 
are determin ed by oth ers, an d so on ad ivfm itum. _ The du ration, 
therefore, of our body depends upon the common order of Nature and 
the constitution o f t hings . But an~a 3 equatc knowledg e of the way 
m which thmgs ar e co nstituted exists m_Q2i? ^ possesses 

the ideas of all things, and not in so far as He possesses only the idea 
of th e human body (Corol Prop 9, pt. The refore, the knowledge 
of the dura tion of our ^ody is altogether inadequate in God in so far^ 
as He is only considered as constituting the nature of tlic human 
..mind, that is to say (Corql. Prop ii, pt 2), thi s knowledge in our 
mind is altogether ina^quate - Q.r. n. 


PROPOSiriON X^pCf About the duration of individual things which 
are outside^ we can have but a very inadequate knowledge 


Demonstration. ^ Each individual thmg, like the human body, must 
be det ermined to existence and action by another indmdual thing in 
a certain and determinate manner, and this again by another, and so 
on ad (Prop. 28^ pt i). ^^t we have demo nstrated m the 

preceding proposition, from thi s common prop erty of individual 
thmg s, that we have but a very inadequate knowledge of the duration 
of our own body, therefore the same conclusion is to be drawn about 
t he duration of indi vidual things, that i s to say, tlia t _wc can have 
bu t a very ina dequ a te kno wledge of it — q e d. 

Corollary. Hence it follov's that all individual thmgs are contingent 
and corrupt ible, for we can have no ad equate knowledge concerning 
their duration (Prop 31, pt 2),^ and thi s is what is to be understood 
by us as their contmgcncy and capability of corruption (Note i. 
Prop. 33, pt. i) , Jot (Prop. 29, pt. j.\ th ere is no other co nt inge ncy 
feut this. — Q.E.D. 


Proposition XXXJA All ideas, in so far as they are related to God, 
are true 
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Dmonstration. All th e ideas which are m God always agree with 
those thi ngs of which they are the ideas (Corol. Prop. 7, pt. 2), and 
t herefor e (Ax. 6, pt. i) t hey are all true — qe.d. 


Proposition In ideas there is nothing positive on account of 

which they are called false. 


Demonstration If the contrary be asserted, conceive, if it be 
possible, a positive mode_of Ihou^t \diich shall co nstitute the fo rm 
^ e rror of fa l sity This mode of thought cannot be in God (Prop. 
32, pt. 2), bu t outside God it can neither be nor be conceived (Prop. 
iSi pt 1)1 therefore in ideas there is nothing positive on account 
of w hich they are called false — Q e d. 


Proposition ?Qpy.V Every idea winch in us is absolute, that is to say, 
adequate anaptrfeit, is true 

Demonstration. When we s ay that an adequate and perfect idea w 
m us, we say nothing else th an (Corol Prop 11, pt 2)^at an adequate 
and perfect idea exists in God in so far as He constitutes the essence 
_of_^e'£unian mind, and consequently (Prop 32, pt 2) we say nothing 
else than that idea is true — q f d. 

Proposition XX^V. Falsity consists m the pniatwn of knowledge, 
which inaa^uate, that is to say, mutilated and confused ideas 
involve 

• 

Demonstration. There i s nothing positive in ideas which can 
co nstitu te a form of falsity (Prop~33, pt 2) But falsity cannot 
con sist in absolute pnvation (for we say that minds and not bodies 
err and are mistaken ) , nor can it consist m absol ute ignorance , for to 
be ig noran t and to be in error are different. Msehood, therefore, 
consists in the privation of k nowledge which is involved by inadequate 
knowledge of thmgs or by inadequ ate and confus^ ideas. — q.e.d. 

Note. In the note of Prop. 17, pt. 2, I have explain^ how error 
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consists in the privation of knowledge; but for the sake of fuller 
explanation I will give an example. For instance, men are deceived 
because they think themselves free, and the sole reason for thinking 
so is that they are conscious of their own actions, and ignorant of the 
causes by which those actions are determined Their idea of liberty 
therefore is this — that they know no cause for their own actions, 
for as to saying that their actions depend upon their will, these are 
words to which no idea is attached. What the will is, and in what 
manner it moves the body, everyone is ignorant, for those who pretend 
otherwise, and devise seats and dwelling-places of the soul, usually 
excite our laughter or disgust. Just in the same manner, when we 
look at the sun, we imagine his distance from us to be about 200 feet, 
the error not consisting solely in the imagination, but arising from 
our not knowing what the true distance is when we imagine, and 
what are the causes of our imagination. For although we may after- 
wards know that the sun is more than 600 diameters of the eSrth 
distant from us, we still imagine it near us, since we imagme it to be 
so near, not because we are ignorant of its true distance, but because 
a modification of our body involves the essence of the sun in so far 
as our body itself is affected by it 


Proposition Inadequate and confused ideas follow by the 

same necessity as adequate or clear and distinct ^deas. 

Demonstration. All ideas are in God (Prop 15, pt. i), and in so 
far as they a re reiafed to God are true (Prop. 32, pt. 2 ) and (Corol. 
Prop. 7, pt. 2) adequate. No id eas, therefore, are inadequate or 
confused unless in so far as they are related to the individual mind of 
some person (see Props 24 and 28, pt. 2). All ideas , therefore, both 
adequate and inadequate, follow b y the s am e nece ssity (Corol Prop. 
6, pt. 2 ).— Q E.D. 


Proposition 3^^ VII. That which is common to everything (see 
Lamma 2), and which is equally in the part and in the whole, forms 
the essence of no individual thing 
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Demonstration. For if this be denied, let that which is common be 
conceived, if possible, to constitute the essence of some individual 
thing — the essence, for example, of B. Without B, therefore (Def. 
2, pt. 2), that which is common can neither be nor be conceived. 
But this js contrary to the hypothesis. Therefore that which is 
common does not pertain to the essence of B, nor does it form the 
essence of any other individual thing. — q.e.d. 


Proposition TJtose things which are common to everything, 

and whtch are equally in the part atid in the whole, can only be 
adequately conceived. 

% 

Demonstration Let there be something, A, which is common to all 
Bbdies, and which is equally in the part of each body and in the r^ple. 
l~say that A can only be adequately conceived For the idea of A 
”{Corol. Prop. 7, pt. 2) will necessarily be adequate in God, botfiTm 
so far as He has the idea of the human body' and in so far as He has" 
the idea of its modifications, which (Props 16, 25, and 27, pt. 2) 
involve the nature of the human body, and partly also the natur e of 
external bodies; that is to say (Props 12 and 13, pt 2) , thi s idea will 
_necessarily be adequate in God in so far as He constitutes the human 
mind, or in so far as He has ideas which arc in the human mind. The 
jrund, "tEerefore (CoroFTrop. 'ii, pt. 2), necessanly perceives A 
adequately, both in so far as it perceiv es it self or its own or any 
^external body; nor can A be conceived in any otlier manner. — q.i:.d. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that some ideas or notions exist which 
^are common to all men, for (Lem ^JEll bodies agree in some things, 
which (Prop. 38, pt. 2 )'must be adequately, that is to say, ckarly and 
dis tinctly, j)erceived_by all. 


Proposition X^PCIX. There wiU exist in the human mind an adequate 
idea of thatwhich is common and proper to the human body, and to 
any external bodies by which the human body is generally affected — 
of that which equally in the part of each of these external bodies and 
in the whole is common and proper. 
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Demonstration Let A be something which is common and proper 
to the human body and certain external bodies; let it exist equally m 
the human body and in those external bodies, and let it exist equally 
in the part of each external body and in the whole. An adequate idea 
of A itself will exist in God (Corol. Prop. 7, pt. 2), both m so far as 
He has the idea of the human body and in so far as He has the idea 
of the given external bodies. Let it be supposed that the human body 
is affected by an external body through that which it has in common 
with the external body, that is to say, by A. The idea of this modi- 
fication will involve the property of A (Prop. 16, pt. 2), and therefore 
(Corol. Prop 7, pt. 2) the idea of this modification in so far as it 
involves the property of A, will exist adequately in God in so far as 
He is affected by the idea of the human body, that is to say (Prop. 
13, pt. 2), in so far as He constitutes the nature of the human mind. 
Therefore (Corol Prop, ii, pt 2), this idea is also adequate in the 
human mind — q.e.d. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that the mo re things the bod y has in 
. common with other bodies, the more th ings will the mind be adapted 
to pe rceive. 


PROPOSiTioi^^^jgJr. Those ideas are also adequate which follow in the 
mind from ideas which are adequate in it. 

Demonstration. This is evident. For when we say that an id ea 
foUows in th e human mind from ideas which are adequate in it, we 
do but say (Corol Prop ii” pt. 2) tfet in Ihe divine int^ect itself 
an idea exists of which G od is the cause , not in so f ar as He is infinite , 
^r in so far as He i s affected by the ideas of j. m^titude of individual 
things but in m far onty j.s He constitutes the essence of the. human 
mmd. 

Note I. I have thus explained the origin of those notions which are 
called common, and which are the foundations of our reasoning, but 
of some axioms or notions other causes exist which it would be advan- 
tageous to explain by our method, for we should thus be able to dis- 
tinguish those notions which are more useful than others, and those 
which are scarcely of any use, those which are common; those which 
are clear and distmct only to those persons who do not suffer from 
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prejudice, and, finally, those which are ill-founded. Moreover, it 
would be manifest whence these notions which are called second, 
and consequently the axioms founded upon them, have taken their 
origin; and other things, too, would be explained which I have thought 
about these matters at different times. Since, however, I have set 
apart this subject for another treatise, and because I do not wish to 
create disgust with excessive prolixity, I have determmed to pass by 
this matter here But not to omit anything which is necessary for us 
to know, I will briefly give the causes from which terms called tran- 
scendental, such as being, thing, something, have taken their origin. 
These terms have arisen because the human body, inasmuch as it is 
limited, can form distinctly m itself only a certain number of images 
at once. (For the explanation of the word image see Note, Prop. 17, 
pt. 2 ) If this number be exceeded, the images will become confused; 

if the number of images which the body is able to form distinctly 
be greatly exceeded, they wdl all run one into another. Since this is 
so, it is clear (Corol Prop. 17, and Prop 18, pt 2) that in proportion 
to the number of images which can be formed at the same time in the 
body will be the number of bodies which the human mind can imagine 
at the same tune. If the images in the body, therefore, are all confused, 
the muid will confu.sedly im.agU 3 C all tlie bodies without distmguishing 
the one from the other, and will mclude them all, as it were, under 
one attribute — that of “being” or “thing ” The same confusion 
may also be caused by lack of uniform force in the images and from 
other analogous causes, which there is no need to discuss here, the 
consideration of one c,iiise being sufficient for the purjiose we have in 
view. For it all comes to this, that these terms signify ideas in the 
highest degree confused. It is m this way that those notions have 
arisen which are called universal, such as, man, horse, dog, etc.; that 
is to sajn so many images of men, for instance, are formed in the human 
body at once that they exceed the power of the imagination, not 
entirely, but to such a degree that the mind has no power to imagine 
the determinate number of men and the small differences of each, such 
as color and size, etc. It will tlierefore distinctly imagine that only 
in which all of them agree in so far as the body is affected by them, 
for by that the body was chiefly affected, that is to say, by each indi- 
vidual, and this it will express by the name man, covering thereby an 
infinite number of individuals; to imagine a determinate number of 
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individuals being out of its power. But we must observe that these 
notions are not formed by all persons in the same way, but that they 
vary jn each case according to the thing by which the body is more 
frequently affected, and which the mind more easily imagines or 
recollects. For example, those who have more frequently looked 
with admiration upon the stature of men, by the name man will under- 
stand an animal of erect stature, while those who have been m the 
habit of fixing their thoughts on something else will form another 
common image of men, describmg man, for mstance, as an animal 
capable of laughter, a biped without feathers, a rational animal, 
and so on — each person forming universal images of things according 
to the temperament of his own body. It is not, therefore, to be 
wondered at that so many controversies have arisen among those 
philosophers wlio have endeavored to explain natural objects by the 
images of thmgs alone ^ . 

Note 2. From what has been already said, it clearly appears tiiat 
we perceive many things and form universal ideas: 

1. From individual things, represented by the senses to us in a 
mutilated and confused manner and without order to the intellect 
(Corol. Prop 29, pt. 2). These perceptions I have therefore been in 
the habit of calling knowledge from vague experience. 

2. From s'giis, as, for example, when we hear or read certain words, 
we recollect things and form certam ideas of them similar to them, 
through which ideas we imagine things (Note, Prop.'iS, pt. 2). These 
two ways of looking at things I shall hereafter call knowledge of the 
first kind, opinion, or imagination. 

3. From our possessing common notions and adequate ideas of the 
properties of things (Corol Prop 38, Prop 39, with Corol. and Prop 
40, pt. 2). This I shall call reason and knowledge of the second kind. 

Besides these two kinds of knowledge, there is a third, aa I shall 
hereafter show, which we sliall call mtuitive science. This kind of 
knowing advances from an adequate idea of the formal essence of 
certain attributes of God to Uie adequate knowledge of the essence 
of things. All this I will explain by one example. Let there be three 
numbers given through which it is required to discover a fourth which 
shall be to the third as the second is to the first. A merchant does 
not hesitate to multiply the second and third together and divide the 
product by the first, either because he has not yet forgotten the things 
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which he heard without any demonstration from his schoolmaster, 
or because he has seen the truth of the rule with the more simple 
numbers, or because from the 19th Prop, in the 7th book of Euclid 
he understands the common property of all proportionals. 

But witl\ the simplest numbers there is no need of aU this. If the 
numbers i, 2, 3, for instance, be given, everyone can see, much more 
clearly than by any demonstration that the fourth proportional is 6, 
because from the ratio in which we see by one intuition that the first 
stands to the second we conclude the fourth. 


Proposition Ij^^^^nowledge of the first kind alone is the cause of 
falsity; knowledge of the second and third orders is necessarily true. 

Demonstration. To knowledge of the first kind w e have said, in 
the preceding note, that all t hose ideas belong which are inadequate 
and confused, and, there fore (Prop 35, pt 2), this knowledg e alone is 
th e cause of f alsity. M oreover, to knowledge of the se cond and third 
kind we hav e said that those ideas belong which are ^equate, and, 
therefore, this knowledge (Prop. 34, pt 2) is necessarily tiiie. — Q.E.D. 


Proposition X^I. It is the knowledge of the second and third, and not 
that of the first, kind which teaches us to distinguish the true from 
the false. 

Demonstration. This proposition is self-evident. For he wh o 
knows how t o distinguish between the true and the false must have 
jin ad equate idea of the trud'Eind^’the false’,That is to say (Note 2, 
Prop. 4(> pt 7 2),_he must k now the true and thedalse by th e second 
or third kind of knowledge 

Proposition XT4^ lie who has a true idea knows at the same time 
that he has (firue idea, nor can he doubt the truth of the thing. 

Demonstration. A true idea in us is that which in God is adequate^ ! 
in so far as He is manifested by the nature of th e human mind (Corol. 
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Prop. II, pt. 2) Let US suppose, therefore, that there exists in God, 
in so far as He is manifested by the nature of the human mind, an 
adequate idea, A. Of this idea there must necessarily exist in God 
an idea which is related to Him m the same way as the idea A (Prop. 
20, pt. 2, the demonstration of which is universal). But the idea A 
is supposed to be related to God in so far as He is manifested by the 
nature of the human mmd. The idea of the idea A must therefore be 
related to God in the same manner, that is to say (Corol Prop, ii, 
pt. 2), this adequate idea of the idea A will exist m the mmd itself 
which has the adequate idea A. He, therefore, who has an adequate 
idea, that is to say (Prop. 34, pt 2), he who knows a thmg truly, 
must at the same time have an adequate idea or a true knowledge of 
his knowledge, that is to say (as is self-evident), he must be certain. 
— Q.E D. 

Note. In the note to Prop 21, pt 2, I have exiilained what is the _ 
idea of an idea, but it is to be obsen^ed that the preceding proposition 
is evident by itself. For no one who has a true idea is ignorant that 
a true idea involves the highest certitude, to have a true idea signif3 dng 
just thjg — to Imow a thing perfectly or as well ^s p ossible . No one, 
in fact7 can doi^t this unless he" supposes an'ideato be something 
dumb, like a picture on a tablet instead of being a mode of thought, 
that is to say, intelligence itself. Moreover, I ask who can know that 
he understands a thing unless he first of all understands that thing? 
That IS to say, who can know that he is certain of anythmg unless he 
is first of all certain of that tiling? Then, again, what can be clearer 
or more certain than a true idea as the standard of trutli? Just as 
light reveals both itself and the darkness, so truth is the standard of 
itself and of the false I consider what has been said to be a sufficient 
answer to the objection that if a true idea is distinguished from a false 
idea only in so far as it is said to agree wuth that of which it is the 
idea, the true idea therefore has no reaUty nor perfection above the 
false idea (since tliey are distinguished by an external sign alone), 
and consequently the man who has true ideas will have no greater 
reality or perfection than he who has false ideas only. I consider, 
too, that I have already replied to those who mquire why men have 
false ideas, and how a man can certainly know that he has ideas which 
agree with those thmgs of which they arc the ideas. For with regard 
to the difference between a true and a false idea, it is evident from 



OF THE NATTXRE AND OSIGIN OF THE HIND 11$' 

Prop. 35, pt. 2, that the former is related to the latter as being is to 
non-being. The causes of falsity, too, I have most clearly shown in 
Props. 19-3S, including the note to the last. From what has there 
been said, the nature of the difference between a man who has true 
ideas and qne who has only false ideas is clear. With regard to the 
last-mentioned point — how a man can know that he has an idea 
which agrees with that of which it is the idea — I have shown almost 
more times than enough that he knows it simply because he has an 
idea which agrees with that of which it is the idea, that is to say, 
because truth is its own standard. We must remember, besides, that 
our mind, in so far as it truly perceives things, is a part of the infinite 
intellect of God (Corol. Prop, ii, pt. 2), and therefore it must be that 
the dear and distinct ideas of the mind are as true as those of God. 


Proposition H is not of the nature of reason to consider things 

as contingent but as necessary. 

Demonstration. It is in the nature o f reason to perceive things truly 
(Prop. 41, pt. 2 ), that is to say (Ax. 6, pt. i) , as they are in themse lves, 
that is to say (Prop. 29, pt. i) jot as conUngent but as nwe^^. 
— QED. 

Corollary i. Hence it follows that it is through the imagim^n 
alone that w e look upon things as contingent both with refere nce to 
_the past and the futur e. 

Note. How this happens I will explain in a few words We have 
shown above (Prop. 17, pt. 2, with Corol ) that, unless causes occur 
preventing the present existence of things, the mind always imagines 
them present before it, even if they do not exist. Agam (Prop. 18, 
pt. 2), we have shown that, if the human body has once been simulta- 
neously affected by two external bodies, whenever the mind afterwards 
imagines one it will immediately remember the other, that is to say, 
it will look upon both as present before it, unless causes occur which 
prevent the present existence of the things. No one doubts, too, that 
we imagine time because we imagine some bodies to move with a 
velodty less or greater than, or equal to, that of others. Let us there- 
fore suppose a boy who yesterday, for the first time, in the morning 
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saw Peter, at midday Paul, m the evening Simeon, and today in the 
morning again sees Peter. It is plain from Prop. i8, pt. 2, that as 
soon as he sees the morning light he will imagine the sun passing 
through the same part of the sky as on the day preceding, that is to 
say, he will imagine the whole day, and at the same time Peter will 
be connected in his imagination with the morning, Paul with midday, 
and Simeon with the evening In the morning, therefore, the existence 
of Paul and Simeon will be imagined in relation to future time, while 
in the evenmg, if the boy should see Simeon, he will refer Peter and 
Paul to the past, since they will be connected with the past in his 
imagination. This process will be constant in proportion to the 
regularity with which he sees Peter, Paul, and Simeon in this order. 
If it should by some means happen that on some other evening, in 
the place of Simeon, he should see James, on the following morning 
he will connect in his imagmation with the evening at one time Simeon 
and at another James, but not both together. For he is supposea to 
have seen one and then the other m tlie evening, but not both together 
His imagination will therefore fluctuate, and he will connect with a 
future evenmg first one and then the other, that is to say, he will 
consider neither as certain, but both as a contmgency in the future 

This fluctuation of the imagmation will take place m the same way 
if the imagmation is dealing with things which we contemplate in the 
same way with reference to past or present time, and consequently we 
imagme things related to time past, present, or future as contmgent 
Corollary 2 It is of the nature of reason to pe rceive things under a.. 
certain form of etermty 

Demonstration. It is of the nature of reason to consider things as 
necess ary and not as cont mgent (Prop 44, pt. 2) This necessity of 
things it perceiv^ truly (Prop. 41, pt. 2), that is Jo say (Ax. 6, i), 

asjtls m itself, i^t (Prop. 16, pt. i) this necessity of things is the 
necess ity itse lf of the eternal nature of Go d Therefore, it is of the 
nature of r eason to consider things under this form of etern ity. More- 
over,TSe^foundations o f r eason are no tions which e xplain those things' 
which are common lo all (Prop. 38, pt 2), and these things explain 
tbe essence of no individual th ing (Prop. 37, pt. 2), and must therefore 
be conc eive d without any relation to time, but unde r a ce rtain.j[ana. 
of eternity. — q.e.d. 
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Proposition H^^f^Every idea of any body or actually existing individual 
thing necessarily involves the eternal and infinite essence of God. 

Demonstration. The idea of an individual thing actually existing 
necessarily iiwolv^ both the essence and existence of the thingTtself 
(Corol. Prop 8, pt 2) But individual things ( Prop. 15, pt. 1 ) cannot 
be conceived without God, and since (Prop. 6, pt. 2) God is the ir 
c ause in so far as He is con sidered unde r that attnbute of w hich th"^ 
are modes, their ideas ( Ax. 4, ptTi) must necessarily involve the con- 
ception of that attnbute, or, in olher words ( Def 6, pt. must 
in volve the eternal a nd mfinite essence of God. — q.e.d. 

Note. By “existence” is to be understood here not duration, that 
is, existence considered in the abstract, as if it were a certain kind of 
quantity, but I speak of the nature itself of the existence which is 
*a*''’gned to individual things, because fiom the eternal necessity of 
the nature of God infinite numbers of things follow in infinite ways 
(Prop 16, pt. i) I repeat, that I speak of the existence' itself of 
individual things in so far as they are in God. For although each 
individual thmg is determined by another mdividual thing to existence 
in a certain way, the force, nevertheless, by which each thing perseveres 
in its existence follows from the eternal necessity of the nature of Gcxl 
(see Corol Prop. 24, pt. i). 


Proposition The knowledge of the eternal and infinite essence 

of God which each idea involves is adequate and perfect. 

Demonstration. The demonstration of the preceding pr oposition is 
^universal, and whether a dung be considered as a part or as a whole, 
i ts Idea, whether it~be of a part or whole, will invoTve the rtemaH.nd 
infinite essence of God ( Prop. 45, pt 2). Ther efore, that which _giyes 
a knowledge of the eternal and infinite essence of God is common to 
all, and is equa lly in J^e part and in the whole This knowledge 
therefore (Prop. 38, pt. 2) will be adequate. — q e d. 


Proposition 
of the eta 


(Vlf: The human mind possesses an adequate knowledge 
( and infinite essence of God. 
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Demonstration. The hum an mind posse sses i deas ( Prop. 22, pt. 2) 
by which (Prop. 23, pt. 2 ) it p erc eives Itself and its own body (Prop. 
19, pt. 2), together with (Corol. i, Prop. 16, and Prop. 17, pt. 2) 
external bodies, as actually existing. T^refore (Props. 45 and 46, 
l>t 2) , it p ossesses an ^equate ^owledge of the eternal and infinite 
essence of (^d . — q.e.d. 

Note. Hence we see that the infinite essence and the eternity of 
God are known to all, and since all things are m God and are conceived 
through Him, it follows that we can deduce from this knowledge many 
things which we can know adequately, and that we can thus form 
that third sort of knowledge mentioned in Note 2, Prop. 40, pt 2, of 
whose excellence and value the Fifth Part w'lll be the place to speak 
The reason why we do not possess a knowledge of God as distinct as 
that which W'e have of common notions is that we cannot imagme 
God as we can bodies; and because we have attached the name pod 
to the images of things which we are in the habit of seeing, an error 
we can hardly avoid, inasmuch as we are continually affected by 
external bodies. Many errors of a truth consist merely in the appl Ra- 
tion of the wrong names to things. For if a man says that the Imes 
which are drawn from the center of the circle to the circumference 
are not equal, he understands by the circle, at aU events for the time, 
something else than mathematicians understand by it. So when men 
make errors in calculation, the numbers which are in their minds are 
not those which are upon the paper. As far as Iheirmind is concerned 
there is no error, although it seems as if there were because we think 
that the numbers in their minds are those which are upon the paper. 
If we did not think so, we should not believe them to be in error 
For example, when I lately heard a man complaimng that his court 
had flow'n into one of his neighbor’s fowls, I understood w’hat he 
meant, and therefore did not imagme him to be in error This is the 
source from which so many controversies arise — that men either do 
not properly explain their own thoughts or do not properly mterpret 
those of other people; for, in truth, when they most contradict one 
another, they either thmk the same thmgs or something different, 
so that those things which they suppose to be errors and absurdities 
in another person are not so. 
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Proposition In Ihe mind there is no absolute or free will, 

but ike mind is determined to this or that volition by a cause which 
IS also determined by another cause, and this again by another, 
and so on ad infinitum. 

A 

Demonstration. The mind is a certain and determinate mode of 
thought (Prop. II, pt. 2), and theretore ((Jorol. 2, Prop. 17, pt. i) it 
cannot be the free cause of its own actions or have an absolute faculty 
^ willing or not wiUmg, but must be determined to this or that volition 
(Prop. 28, pt. i j by a'cause whi c h is also determined by anothe r cause, 
and th i s again by another, and so on od infinitum. — q.e.d. 

Note. In the same manner it is demonstrated that m the mind 
there exists no absolute faculty of understanding, desiring, loving, 
etc. These and the like faculties, therefore, are either altogether 
fictitious or else are nothing but metaphysical or universal entities 
v/hich we are in the habit of forming from mdividual cases. The 
intellect and will, therefore, are related to this or tliat idea or volition 
as rockmess is related to this or that rock, or as man is related to 
Peter or Paul. The reason why men imagine themselves to be free 
we have explained in the Appendix to tlie F irst Part Before, however, 
I advance any further, I must observe that bv the “will” I understand 
a fec ulty of aflSrming or denying, but not a desire — a faculty. I sa v. . 
by which the mind affirms or denies th at which is true or false , and 
n ot a desire by which the mind seeks a thmg or turns away from it. 
But now that we haye demonstrated that these faculties are univer^ 
notions which are not distinguishable from the indiyidual notions 
from which tlicy are formed, we must now inquire whether the yolitions 
themselves are anythmg more than the ideas of things. We must 
mquire, I say, whether m the mmd there exists any other affirmation 
or negation than that which the idea involves in so far as it is an idea. 
For this purpose see the foUowmg proposition, together with Def. 3, 
pt. 2, so that thought may not fall into pictures. For by “ideas” I 
do not understand the images which are formed at the back of the 
eye, or, if you please, in the middle of the brain, but rather the con- 
ceptions of thought. 

Proposition In ihe mind there is no volition or affirmation and 

negation except that which the idea, in so far as it is an idea, involves. 
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Demonslralion. In the mind there easts (Prop. 48, pt. 2) no a bsolute 
faculty of willing or not witling Onl y individual voli tions eadst, that 
is to say, this'andTtliaf' afimiation and this and that negation. Let 
~us conceive, thSefore, any iridiindiial volition, thatls, any rnode ol 
thought, by which the mind affiims that the three angles of a triangle 
are equal to two right’ahgles^. This affirriStioii mvolves the conception 
or idea of the tnangle^ that is to say, without it the aSSrmaflon cannot 
be conceiv^. For to' say" that A 'must TnvoTve the conception B is 
the same as saymg that A caniiot be coitcclved without^ . Mo r eover, 
without the idea ol the triangle this affirmatio n (Ax 3, pt 2) oinnot 
be, and it can therefore neither be nor be conceived without that idea. 
But this idea of the triangle must involve' this same affirmation that 
its th ree an^c^ are~equal to two right angle s Therefore also, vice 
versa, this idea of the triangle without this affirmation can neither be^ 
nor be conceived Therefore (Def 2, pt 2)J,lns affirmation per tg.vi? 
to the essence of the idea of the triangle, nor is it anything else besides 
fliis . Whatever, too, we have said of th is volition (since it has been 
taken arbitrarily) applies to all other vohtlon s, that is to say, they 
are n othing but ideas. — q.e d. 

Corollary. The tv ill and the intellect are one a nd the s ame. 

Demonstration. The will and the mtellect are nothing but the 
individual volitions and ideas themselves (Prop 48, pt 2, and its 
Note). But the individual volition and idea (Prop 49, pt. 2) are one 
and the same. Therefore the will and the mtelleet are one and the 
same — qe.d 

Note. I have thus removed what is commonly thought to be the 
cause of error It has been proved above that falsity consists solely 
in the privation which mutilated and confused ideas mvolve. A false 
idea, therefore, in so far as it is false, does not involve certitude. 
Consequently, when we say that a man assents to what is 'false and 
does not doubt it, we do not say that he is certain, but merely that 
he does not doubt, that is to say, that he assents to what is false 
because there are no causes sufficient to make his imagination waver 
(Note, Prop. 44, pt 2). Although, therefore, a man may be supposed 
to adhere to what is false, we shall never on that account say that he 
is certain. For by “certitude” we understand something positive 
(Prop. 43, pt. 2, with the Note), and not the privation of doubt, but 
by the privation of certitude wc understand falsity. If the preceding 




OF THE NATDKE AND ORIGIN OF THE MIND 


I2I 


proposition, however, is to be more dearly comprehended, a word or 
two must be added; it yet remains also that I should answer the 
objections which may be brought against our doctrine, and finally, 
in order to remove all scruples, I have thought it worth while to 
indicate some of its advantages. I say some, as the principal advan- 
tages will be better understood when we come to the Fifth Part. 

I begin, therefore, with the first, and I warn my readers carefully to 
distinguish between an idea or conception of the mind and the images 
of things formed by our imagination. Secondly, it is necessary that 
we should distinguish between ideas and the words by which things 
are signified. For it is because these three things, images, words, and 
ideas, are by many people either altogether confounded or not dis- 
tinguished with sufficient accuracy and care that such ignorance 
exists about this doctrine of the will, so necessary to be known both 
ipr the purposes of speculation and for the wise government of life. 
Those who think that ideas consist of images which are formed in us 
by meetmg with external bodies persuade themselves that those ideas 
of things of which we can form no similar image are not ideas, but 
mere fancies constructed by the free power of the will. They look 
upon ideas, therefore, as dumb pictures on a tablet and, being pre- 
possessed with this prejudice, they do not see that an idea, in so far 
as it is an idea, involves affirmation or negation Again, those who 
confound words with the idea or with the affirmation itself which the 
idea involves, thmk that they can will contrary to their perception 
because they affirm or deny something m words alone contrary to 
their perception It will be easy for us, however, to divest ourselves , 
of these prejudices if we attend to the nature of thought, which in no 
way involves the conception of extension, and by doing this we clearly 
see that an idea, since it is a mode of thought, Ls not an image of any- 
thmg, nor does it consist of words For the essence of words and 
images is formed of bodily motions alone, which involve in no way 
whatever the conception of thought 

Let this much suffice under tliis head. I pass on now to the objec- 
tions to which I have already alluded. 

The first is that it is supposed to be certain that the will extends 
itself more widely than the intellect, and is therefore different from it. 
The reason why men suppose that the will extends itself more widely 
than the intellect is because they say they have discovered that they 
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Demonstration. In the mind there exists (Prop. 48, pt. 2 ) no ab solute 
faculty of willing or not willing. Only in dividual volitions exis^tlmt 
is to say, this and thariffinnation and this and that negation. Let ' 
us conceive, therefore, any individual volition, that is, any mode of 
"thought, by which the mind affirms that the three angles of a triangle 
are equal to two right angles This atlirmafibn involves fhe'conception 
or idea o f the tHa ngTe,1hat is tFsay, without it thFaffiimatron^nnot 
be conceived. For to say thaFA'must mvdive’ the conception l^is 
die same as sayi ng that A caiifaOt be conceived without "B . Moreover , 
without the idea of the triangle this affirmation (Ax. 3, pt. 2) ^nnot 
be, and it can t herefore neither be nor be conceiv ed w ithout that idea. 
But this idea of the triangle must involve this same affirmation that 
its three angleT arcTcquar to two right angle s. Therefor e also, mce 
versa, this idea of the triangle without this affirmation can neith er he* 
nor be conceived Therefore (Def 2, pt 2) this affirmation p ertains 
to the essence of the idea of the triangle, nor i s it anything else b esides 
mis. Whatever, too, we have said of this volition (since it has been 
taken arbitrarily) applies to all other volitions, that is to say, they 
are nothing but ideas — Q E D. ~ ' 

Corollary. The wdl and the intellect are one and the same. 

Demonstration. The will and the intellect are nothing but the 
individual volitions and ideas themselves (Proj) 48, pt. 2, and its 
Note). But the individual volition and idea (Prop 49, pt. 2) are one 
and the same. Therefore the will and the intellect are one and the 
same. — q e.d. 

Note. I have thus removed what is commonly thought to be the 
cause of error. It has been proved above that falsity consists solely 
in the privation which mutilated and confused ideas mvolve. A false 
idea, therefore, in so far as it is false, does not involve certitude 
Consequently, when we say that a man assents to what is 'false and 
does not doubt it, we do not say that he is certain, but merely that 
he does not doubt, that is to say, that he assents to what is false 
because there are no causes sufl 5 cient to make his imagination waver 
(Note, Prop. 44, pt. 2). Although, therefore, a man may be supposed 
to adhere to what is false, we shall never on that account say that he 
is certain. For by “certitude” we understand something positive 
(Prop. 43, pt. 2, with the Note), and not the privation of doubt, but 
by the privation of certitude we understand falsity. If the preceding 
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proposition, however, is to be more clearly comprehended, a word or 
two must be added; it yet remains also that I should answer the 
objections which may be brought against our doctrine, and finally, 
in order to remove all scruples, I have thought it worth while to 
indicate some of its advantages. I say some, as the principal advan- 
tages will be better understood when we come to the Fifth Part. 
I begin, therefore, with the first, and I warn my readers carefully to 
distinguish between an idea or conception of the mind and the images 
of things formed by our imagination. Secondly, it is necessary that 
we should distinguish between ideas and the words by which things 
are signified. For it is because these three things, unages, words, and 
ideas, are by many people either altogether confounded or not dis- 
tinguished with sufficient accuracy and care that such ignorance 
exists about this doctrme of the will, so necessaiy to be known both 
(or the purposes of speculation and for the wise government of life. 
Those who think that ideas consist of images which are formed in us 
by meetmg with external bodies persuade themselves that those ideas 
of things of which we can form no similar image are not ideas, but 
mere fancies constructed by the free power of the will. They look 
upon ideas, therefore, as dumb pictures on a tablet and, being pre- 
possessed with this prejudice, they do not see that an idea, in so far 
as it is an idea, involves affirmation or negation. Again, those who 
confound words with the idea or with the affirmation itself which the 
idea involves, thiak that they can will contrary to their perception 
because they afl&rm or deny something in words alone contrary to 
their perception. It will be easy for us, how'ever, to du'^est ourselves 
of these prejudices if we attend to the nature of thought, which in no 
way involves the conception of extension, and by doing tins we clearly 
see that an idea, since it is a mode of thought, is not an image of any- 
thing, nor does it consist of words For the essence of words and 
images is formed of bodily motions alone, which mvolve in no way 
whatever the conception of thought 

Let this much suffice under this head I pass on now to the objec- 
tions to which I have already alluded. 

The first is that it is supposed to be certain that the will extends 
itself more widely than the intellect, and is therefore different from it. 
The reason why men suppose that the will extends itself more widely 
than the intellect is because they say they have discovered that they 
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do not need a larger faculty of assent — that is to say, of affirmation 
— and denial than that which they now have for the purpose of 
assenting to an infinite number of other things which we do not 
perceive, but that they do need a greater faculty for understanding 
them. The wiU, therefore, is distinguished from the intellect, the 
latter being finite, the former infinite. The second objection which 
can be made is that there is nothing which experience seems to teach 
more clearly than the possibihty of suspending our judgment, so as 
not to assent to the things we perceive, and we are strengthened in 
this opinion because no one is said to be deceived m so far as he per- 
ceives a thing, but only in so far as he assents to it or dissents from it 
For example, a man who imagines a winged horse does not therefore 
admit the existence of a winged horse, that is to say, he is not neces- 
sarily deceived unless he grants at the same time that a winged horse 
exists. Experience, therefore, seems to show nothing more plainjy 
than that the will or faculty of assent is free and different from'^the 
faculty of the intellect 

Thirdly, it may be objected that one affirmation does not seem to 
contain more reahty than another, that is to say, it does not appear 
that we need a greater power for affirming a thing to be true which 
is true than for affirming a thing to be true which is false. Neverthe- 
less', we observe that one idea contains more reahty or perfection than 
another, for as some objects are nobler than others, in the same pro- 
portion are their ideas more perfect. It appears indisputable, there- 
fore, that there is a difference between the will and the intellect. 

Fourthly, it may be objected that if a man does not act from free- 
dom of the will, what would he do if he were in a state of equilibrium, 
like the ass of Buridan? Would he not perish from hunger and thirst? 
And if this be granted, do we not seem to conceive him as a statue of 
a man or as an ass? If I deny that he would thus perish, he will con- 
sequently determine himself and possess the power of gomg where he 
likes and domg what he likes. 

There may be other objections besides these, but as I am not bound 
to discuss what every one may dream, I shall therefore make it my 
business to answer as briefly as possible those only which I have 
mentioned. In reply to the first objection, I grant that the will extends 
itself more widely than the intellect if by the intellect we understand 
only dear and distinct ideas, but I deny that the will extends itself 
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more widely than the perceptions or the faculty of conception, nor, 
indeed, do I see why the faculty of will should be said to be infinite 
any more than the faculty of feeling; for as by the same faculty of 
will we can affir m an infinite number of things (one after the other, 
for we cannot affirm an infinite number of things at once), so also by 
the same faculty of feeling we can feel or perceive (one after another) 
an infinite number of bodies. If it be said that there are an infinite 
number of things which we cannot perceive, I reply that such things 
as these we can reach by no thought, and consequently by no faculty 
of will But it is said that if God wished us to perceive those things, 
it would be necessaiy for Him to give us a larger faculty of perception, 
but not a larger faculty of will than He has already given us, which 
is the same thing as saying that if God wished us to understand an 
infinite number of other beings, it would be necessary for Him to give 
us^a greater intellect, but not a more universal idea of being (in order 
to embrace that infinite number of beings) than He has given us. 
For we ha ve .shown that the will is a umversal or the idea byjKbich. 
we explain all individual volitums, i Sa t is to say, ^atw hldlis rommon 
jo jliem all^ It isnot to be wondered at, therefore^ that those who 
beheve this common or universal idea of all the volitions to be a 
faculty should say that it extends itself infinitely beyond the limits 
of the intellect. For the universal is predicated of one or of many, 
or of an infinite number of individuals 
The second objeivtion I answer by denying that we have free power 
of suspending judgment. For when we say that a person suspends 
judgment, we only say in other words that he sees that he does not 
perceive the thing adequately. The suspension of the judgment, 
therefore, is m truth a perception and not free will. In order that 
this may be clearly understood, let us take the case of a boy who 
imagines a horse and perceives nothing else Since this imagination 
involves the existence of the horse (CoroL Prop 17, pt. 2), and the 
boy does not perceive anything which negates its existence, he will 
necessarily contemplate it as present, nor will he be able to doubt its 
existence although he may not be certam of it. This is a thing which 
we daily experience in dreams, nor do I believe that there is any one 
who thinks that he has the free power during dreams of suspending 
his judgment upon those things which he dreams, and of causing 
himself not to dream those things which he dreams that he sees; and 
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yet in dreams it nevertheless happens that we suspend our judgment, 
for we dream that we dream. 

I grant, it is true, that no man is deceived in so far as he perceives, 
that is to say, I grant that mental images, considered in themselves, 
involve no error (Note, Prop 17, pt. 2), but I deny that a man in so 
far as he perceives affirms nothmg. For what else is it to perceive a 
winged horse than to affirm of the horse that it has wings? For if the 
mind perceived nothing else but this winged horse, it would regard it 
as present, nor would it have any reason for doubting its existence, 
nor any power of refusing assent to it, unless the image of the winged 
horse be joined to an idea which negates its existence, or the mind 
perceives that the idea of the winged horse which it has is inadequate. 
In either of the two latter cases it will necessarily deny or doubt the 
existence of the horse. 

With regard to the third objection, what has been said will perhajjg 
be a sufficient answer — namely, that the will is something universal, 
which is predicated of all ideas, and that it signifies that only which 
IS common to them all, that is to say, affirmation Its adequate 
essence, therefore, in so far as it is thus considered in the abstract, 
must be in every idea, and in this sense only must it be the same in 
all; but not in so far as it is considered as constituting the essence of 
an idea, for, so far, the individual affirmations differ just as the ideas 
differ. For example, the affirmation which the idea of a circle involves 
differs from that which the idea of a triangle involves, just as the idea 
of a circle differs from the idea of a triangle Agam, I absolutely deny 
that we need a power of thinkmg in order to affirm that to be true 
which is true, equal to that which we need m order to affirm that to 
be true which is false. For these two affirmations, if we look to the 
mind, are related to one another as bemg and non-being, for there is 
nothing positive in ideas which constitutes a form of falsity •(Prop. 35, 
pt. 2, with its Note, and Note to Prop 47, pt 2). 

Here, therefore, particularly is it to be observed how easily we are 
deceived when we confuse universals with individuals, and the entities 
of reason and abstractions with realities 

With regard to the fourth objection, I say that I entirely grant 
that if a man were placed in such a state of equilibrium he would 
perish of hunger and thirst, supposing he perceived nothing but hunger 
and thirst, and the food and drink which were equidistant from him. 
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If you ask me whether such a man would not be thought an ass rather 
than a man, I reply that I do not know; nor do I know what ought 
to be thought of a man who hangs himself, or of children, fools, and 
madmen. 

It remains for me now to show what service to our own lives a| 
knowledge ot this doctrine is. This we shall easily understand from 
the remarks v\ bic h follo w J Notice — 

1 ,. ^ is of service in so far as it teaches us that we do everything 
by the will of God alone, an d that are partakers o f the divine 
nature in proport ion as ^ur actions become more and more perfect 
and we mor e and more lindcrstand God." This doctrme, therefore, 
besides giving repose in every way to the soul, has also this advantage 
tEat it ti^ches us in wIiat“our hipest “happiness of blessedness con- 
sists, n^ely, m the knowledge of God alone, by which we are drawn 
tp do t hose thmgs only which love and piety persuade. Hence we 
clearly see how greatly those stray from the true estimation of virtue 
who expect to be distmguished by God with the highest rewards for 
virtue and the noblest actions as if for the completest servitude, just 
as if virtue itself and the service of God were not happiness itself and 
the highest liberty. 

IS o f service to us in so far as it teaches us how wt ought to 
b^ave with reg ard to the tEm g¥ of fortune, ~df those which are not in 
our power, that is to say, which do not follow from our own nature; 
for it t eaches us witli equal mind to waft for and bear each form 6f 
fortun e because wcTinow that an"t&mgs IblTow from the eternal decree 
of Godj^ according to that same necessity By which it follows from the 
essenc^of a triangle that its three angles are equal to two right angles? 

This do ctr ine c ontributes to the weEr e of ou r soaal e xistence, 
suace it teaches us to hat e no on e, to despise no one, to mock no one, 
to be a ngry with no one, and to envy no one. It teaches every one, 
moreover, to be content with his own, and to be helpful to his'heighbor, 
not from any womanish pity, from partiality, or superstition, but by 
the g uidance of reason alone , according to toe demand of time and 
circu mstance , as I shall show in the Third Part. 

^ ~^This doctrine contributes not a little to the advantage of common 
sraety, in so far as it teaches us by what means citiMns are to be 
governed and led, not in order that they may be slaves, but that they 
n^_freely do tho.se things which are ^t. 
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Thus I have discharged the obligation laid upon me in this Note, 
and with it I make an end of the Second Part, m which I think that 
I have explained the nature of the human mind and its properties at 
sufficient length, and, considering the difficulties of the subject, with 
suffiaent clearness I think, too, that certain truths have been 
established, from which much tlut is noble, most useful, and necessary 
to be known, can be deduced, as we shall partly see from what follows. 



PART THREE 

On the Origin and Nature of the Emotions 

Most persons who have written about the emotions and man’s conduct 
of life seem to discuss, not the natural things which follow the common 
laws of Nature, but things which are outside her. They seem indeed 
to consider man in Natuie as a kingdom within a kmgdom. For they 
believe that man disturbs rather than follows her order, that he has 
an absolute power over his own actions, and that he is altogether 
self-determined They then proceed to attribute the cause of human 
"’.eakness and changeableness, not to the common power of Nature, 
but to some vice of human nature which they therefore bewail, laugh 
at, mock, or, as is more generally the case, detest; whilst he who knows 
how to revile most eloquently or subtilly the weakness of the mind is 
looked upon as ditme. It is true that very eminent men have not 
been wanting, to whose labor and industry we confess ourselves much 
indebted, who have written manj'’ excellent things about the right 
conduct of life, and who have given to mortals counsels full of prudence, 
but no one, so far as I know, has determined the nature and strength 
of the emotions, and what the mind is able to do toward controlling 
them. I remember, indeed, that the celebrated Descartes, although 
he believed that the nimd is absolute master over its own actions, 
tried nevertheless to explam by their first causes human emotions, 
and at the same Lime to show the way by which the mi id could obtain 
absolute power over them; but in my opmion he has shown nothing 
but the acuteness of his great intellect, as I shall make evident in the 
proper place, for I wish to return to those who prefer to detest and 
scoff at human emotions and actions than understand them To such 
as these it will doubtless seem a marvelous thing for me>to endeavor 
to treat by a geometrical method the vices and follies of men, and to 
desire by a sure method to demonstrate those things which these 
people cry out agamst as being opposed to reason, or as being vanities, 
absurdities, and monstrosities The following is my reason for so 
doing. Nothing happens in Nature which can be attributed to any 
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vice of Nature, for she is alwa3rs the same and ever3nvhere one. Her 
virtue is the same, and her power of acting, that is to say, her laws 
and rules, according to which all things are and are changed from 
form to form, are everywhere and always the same, so that there 
must also be one and the same method of understanding the nature 
of all things whatsoever, that is to say, by the universal laws and 
rules of Nature. The emotions, therefore, of hatred, anger, envy, 
considered in themselves, follow from the same necessity and virtue 
of Nature as other individual thmgs, they have therefore certain causes 
through which they are to be understood, and certain properties 
which are just as worthy of being known as the properties of any other 
thing in the contemplation alone of which we delight. I shall, there- 
fore, pursue the same method in considering the nature and strength 
of the emotions and the power of the mind over them which I pursued 
m our previous discussion of God and the mind, and I shall consider 
human actions and appetites just as if I were considering lines, planes, 
or bodies. 

DEFINITIONS AND POSTULATES 


Def. f. I call that an adequate cause whose effect can be clearly and 
distini^ly perceived by means of the cause. I call that an inadequate 
or partial cause whose effect cannot be understood by means of the 
cause alone. 

Def^I say that we act when anythmg is done, either within us 
or without us, of which we are the adequate cause, that is to say 
(by the preceding Def.), when from our nature anything follows, 
either within us or without us, which by that nature alone can be 
clearly and distinctly understood. On the other hand, I say that we 
suffer when anything is done witliin us, or when anythmg follows from 
our nature of which we are not the cause e.-rcept partially. 

Def..,^ By emotion I understand the modifications of the body 
by which the power of actmg of Uie body itself is increased, diminished, 
helped, or hindered, together with the ideas of these modiheations. 

If, therefore, we can be the adequate cause of any of these modifica- 
tions, I understand the emotion to be an action, otherwise it is a 
passive state. 

PosttUat^^^'The human body can be affected in many ways by which 
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its power of acting is increased or diminished, and also in other ways 
which make its power of acting neither greater nor less. 

This postulate or axiom is based upon Post, i and Lems. $ and 7, 
following Prop. 13, pt. 2. 

Poslulat^2/''Ih.t human body is capable of suffermg many changes, 
and, nevermeless, can retain the impressions or traces of objects 
(Post s, pt. 2), and consequently the same images of things. (For 
the definition of images see Note, Prop. 17, pt. 2.) 


PROPOSITIONS 


PROPOSiTlo^^^'OMr mind acts at times and at times suffers: in so far 
as it has adequate ideas, it necessarily acts; and in so far as it has 
inadequate ideas, it necessarily suffers. 


Demonstration. In every human mmd some ide^ are adequate 
and others mutilated and.confused (Note, Prop. 40, pt. 2). But the 
Ideas which in any mind are adequate are adequate in God in so fa r 
as Se forms the essence of that" mind TCor^I^op” pt- 2), while 
those again which are inadequate in the mmd are also adequate m 
God (by ifie same Corel ), not in Sio far as He contains the essence of 
that mind only, but in so far as lie contams the ideas* of other things 
at sam e time in Himsel? Again, frdih any given idea some effect 
must ncc cssdiilyToRoiy (Prop. 36, pt i), of which God Is~the adequate 
_ca use (Def i, pt 3), not in so far as He iFinSnlfe, but In so far as He 
IS con sider ed a^affected witli the given idea (Prop 9 pt. 2). B ut of 
that effect of winch God is the cause, in so far as He is affected 'by an 
^dea which is adequate in any mmd, that same mmd is the adequate 
cause (Corol. Prop 11, pt 2) Our mind, th erefore (Def. 2, pt. 3), 
m so far as it has adequate ideas, necessarily at times acts, which is 
tTieTirst thing wcTiad to prove. Again, if "there be anything which 
necessarily foll ows~from an idea which is adequate in God, not in so 
far as He co ntams within Himself the mind of one man only, but also, 
t ogether with this, the ideas' o f other thingi j then the mind orihat 

* “Mentes,” both in Paulus, Bruder, and Van Vloten and Land, but obviously a 
mistake for “ideas,” as a reference to Corol Prop ii.pt 2 , will show. Kirchmann’s 
translation omits “mentes” in the first passage marked, and renders, “insofem er 
andere Dinge in sich enthalt ” — Ta. 
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man (Corol. Prop, ii, pt. 2) is not the adequate cause o f th at thing, 
but is only its partial cause, and therefore (Pef. 2, pt. 3) , in so far as 
the mind has inadequate ideas, it necessarily at times s uffers This 
was the second thmg to be prov^. Therefore our mmd etc. — Q e.d. 

Corollary Hence it follows that the mind is subject to pMsions in 
proportion to the number of inadequa te ideas which it lias, and '£hat 
it acts in proportion to the number oF adequate ideas _which it has. 


PEOPOSlTioi^^^'' 7 ’Afi body cannot determine the mind to thought, neither 
can the mind determine the body to motion nor rest, nor to anything 
else if there be anything else. 


Demonstration. All mod es of thou ght have God fo r a cause in so 
far as He i s a t hin^g thing, and not iii so far a^He is ma nifested 
any othe r a ttrib ute (Prop 6, pt. 2). That which determines the'mind 
to thought, th e refore, is a mode of thought and not of ext ensionT that 
is to say (Pef i, pt. 2 ), it is not the bo dy This is the first thbg 
which was to be proved Again, th e motion and rest oT tte body 
must be derive d lrbm some other bo dy, wh ich has also been detenpined , 
to motion or rest by another, and, absolutely, whatever arises in the 
body~m ust arise from G od, in so far as He is considered as affected 
by s ome m ode of extension, and not m so far as He is considered as 
affected by any mode of thought (Prop. 6, pt 2), tbat is to say, wEat- 
*ever arises In IK eTo cannot arise from the mind, which is a mode 
of thought (Prop ii, pt 2). This is the seco nd thing which was to 
be proved. Therefore, the body cannot determine, etc — q e d. 

Note. Tills proposition will be better understood from what has 
been said in the Note of Prop. 7, pt. 2, that is to say, that the mind 
and the body are one and the same thing, conceived at one time under 
the attribute of thought, and at another under that of extension. 
For this reason, the order or concatenation of thmgs is one, whether 
Nature be conceived under this or under that attribute, and conse- 
quently the order of the state of activity and passivity of our body 
is coincident in Nature with the order of the state of activity and 
passivity of the mind. This is also plain from the manner in which 
we have demonstrated Prop. 12, pt. 2. 

Although these things are so, and no ground for doubting remains, 
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I scarcely believe, nevertheless, that, without a proof derived from 
experience, men will be induced calmly to weigh what has been said, 
so firmly are they persuaded that, solely at the bidding of the mind, 
the body moves or rests, and does a number of things which depend 
upon the wHl of the mind alone, and upon the power of thought. 
For what the body can do no one has hitherto determmed, that is to 
say, experience has taught no one hitherto what the body, without 
being determined by the mind, can do and what it cannot do from 
the laws of Nature alone, in so far as nature is considered merely as 
corporeal. For no one as yet has understood the structure of the bodjT 
so accurately as to be able to explain all its functions, not to mention 
the fact that many things are observed in brutes which far surpass 
human sagacity, and that sleepwalkers in their sleep do very many 
things which they dare not do when awake — all this showmg that 
the body itself can do many things, from the laws of its own nature 
alone, at which the mind belongmg to that body is amazed. Again, 
nobody knows by what means or by what method the mmd moves 
the body, nor how many degrees of motion it tan communicate t^ 
the body, nor with what speed it can move the body So that it 
follows that, when men say that this or that action of the body springs 
from the mind which has command over the body, they do not know 
what they say, and they do nothing but confess with pretentious 
words that they know nothing about the cause of the action and see 
nothing in it to wonder at But they will say that, whether they know 
or do not know by what means the mind moves the body, it is never- 
theless in their experience that if the mind were not fit for thinking 
the body would be inert They say, again, it is in their experience 
that the mind alone has power both to speak and be silent, and to do 
many other things which they therefore think to be dependent on a 
decree of the mind But with regard to the first assertion, I ask them 
if experience does not also teach that if the body be sluggish the mind 
at the same time is not fit for thinking? When the body is asleep, 
the mind slumbers with it and has not the power to think, as it has 
when the body is awake. Again, I believe that all have discovered 
that the mind is not always equally fitted for thinking about the same 
subject, but m proportion to the fitness of the body for this or that 
image to be excited in it will the mind be better fitted to contemplate 
this or that ohj'ect. But my opponents will say that from the laws of 
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Nature alone, in so far as it is considered to be corporeal merely, it 
cannot be that the causes of architecture, paintii^, and things of this 
sort, which are the results of human art alone, could be deduced, and 
that the human body, tmless it were determined and guided by the 
Tnind, would not be able to build a temple. I have already shown, 
however, that they do not know what the body can do, nor what can 
be deduced from the consideration of its nature alone, and that they 
fijid that many things are done merely by the laws of Nature which 
th^ would never have believed to be possible without the direction 
of the mind, as, for example, those things which sleepwalkers do in 
their sleep, and at which they themselves are astoni^ed when they 
wake. I adduce also here the structure itself of the human body, 
which so greatly surpasses in workman^ip all those things which are 
constructed by human art, not to mention, what I have already proved, 
that an infinitude of things follows from Nature under whatever 
attribute it may be considered. * 

With regard to the second point, I should say that human affairs 
would be much more happily conducted if it were equally in the power 
of men to be silent and to speak; but experience shows over and over 
again that there is nothing which men have less power over than the 
tongue, and that there is nothing which th^ are less able to do than 
to govern their appetites, so that many persons believe that we do 
those things only with freedom which we seek indifferently, as the 
dewe for such things can easily be lessened byjhe recollection of 
another thing which we frequently call to mind; it being impossible, 
on the other hand, to do those things with freedom which we seek with 
such ardor that the recollection of another thing is unable to mitigate 
it. But if, however, we had not found out that we do many things 
which we afterwards repent, and that when agitated by confiicting 
emotions we see that which is better and follow that which is worse, 
nothing would hinder us from believing that we do everything with 
freedom. Thus the infant believes that it is by free will that it seeks 
the breast; the angry boy beh'eves that by free will he wishes vengeance; 
the timid man thinks it is with free will he seeks ffi^t; the drunkard 
believes that by a free command of his mind he speaks the things 
which when sober he wishes he had left imsaid. Thus the Tnadynan, 
the dtatterer, the boy, and others of the same kind, all believe that 
they speak by a free command of the mind, whilst, in truth, they have 
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no power to restrain the impulse which they have to speak, so that 
e:q>eiience itself, no less than reason, clearly teaches that men believe 
themselves to be free simply because they are conscious of their own 
actions, knowing nothing of the causes by which they are determined; 
it teaches, teo, that the decrees of the mind are nothing but the appe- 
tites themselves, which differ, therefore, according to the different 
temper of the body. For every man determines all things from his 
emotion; those who are agitated by contrary emotions do not know 
what they want, whilst those who are agitated by no emotion are 
easily driven hither and thither. All this plainly shows that the decree 
of the mind, the appetite, and determination of the body are coin- 
cident in Nature, or rather that th^ are one and the same thing 
which, when it is considered rmder the attribute of thought and man- 
ifested by that, is called a “decree,” and when it is considered under 
the attribute of extension and is deduced from the laws of motion 
and “rest is called a “determination.” This, however, will be better 
understood as we go on, for there is another thing which I wish to 1 % 
observed here — that we cannot by a mental decree do a thing unless 
we jecollect it. We cannot speak a woM, for instance, unlws w e 
recollectit. But it is not in the free power of the mind either to 
recollect a thing or to forget it It is believed, therefore, that the 
power of the mind extends only thus far — that from a mental decree 
we can speak or be silent about a thing only when we recollect it. 
But when we dream that we speak, we believe that we do so from a 
free decree of the mind, and yet we do not speak, or, if we do, it is 
the result of a spontaneous motion of the body. We dream, agaii^ 
that we are concealing thing s, and that we do this by virtue of a decree 
of the mind like that by which, when awake, we are silent about 
things we know. We dream, again, that, from a decree of the mind, 
we do some things which we should not dare to do when awake. And 
I should like to know, therefore, whether there are two kinds of decrees 
in the mind — one belonging to dreams and the other free. If this be 
too great nonsense, we must necessarily grant that this decree of the 
mind which is believed to be free is not distinguishable from the 
imagination or memory, and is nothing but the affirmation which the 
idea necessarily involves iu so far as it is an idea (Prop. 49, pt. 2). 
These decrees of the mind, therefore, arise in the mind by the same 
necessity as the ideas of things actually existing. Consequently, those 
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who believe that they speak or are silent or do anything else from a 
free decree of the mind dream with their eyes open. 


Pbofosition actions of the mind arise from adequate ideas 

alone, bid the passive states depend upon those alone which are 
inadequate. 

Demonstration. The first thi n g whic h constitutes the essence of 
the mind is nothing but the ide a of an actually exist i ng bo 3 y (Props. 
II and 13, pt. 2). This idea is composed of a number of others (Prop. 
15, pt. 2) t some of which are adequate and others inadequate (Corol. 
Prop. 38, pt. 2, and Corol. Prop. 29, pt. 2). Ever ything, therefore, 
of which the nun d is the proximat e caus e, an d whkh follows from tihe 
nature of tlie mind, through which it must be underst ood, must neces- 
sarily follow fro m an adequate or from an inadequate idea. BQt in 
so far as the nunJ (Prop. i 7 ^.U ~Sas inade quateideas, so far it neces^ 
sarily suffers ; therefore the actions of the mind” follow from adequate 
ideas alone, and the mind the refore su ffers only because it has in- 
adequate ideas. — q.e.d. 

Note. We see, therefore, that the passive states are not related to 
the mind, unless in so far as it possesses something which involves 
negation; in other words, imless in so far as it is considered as a part 
of Nature which by itself and without the other parlj caimot be clearly 
and distinctly perceived. In the same way I could show that passive 
states are related to individual things, just as they are related to the 
mind, and that they cannot be perceived m any other way; but my 
purpose is to treat of the human mind alone. 


PnOPOSi'noN]gj [^.4 thing cannot be destroyed except by an external cause. 


Demonstration, This proposition is self-evident, for the definition 
of any given thing aflSrms and does not deny the exis t enc e of Ae 
thing, that is to sa y, it pqsite_^e essence of the thing and does not 
negate it. So long, therefore, as ^ atten d only to tlie thing IfselT, 
and not to external causes, we shall discover nothing in it which can 
destroy it. — q.e.d. ~ 
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PROFOsmoi^^^^n so far as one thing is able to destroy another are they 
of contr^ naimes, that is to say, they cannot exist in the same 
subject, 

* 

Demonstration. If it were possible for th em to come together or to 
coexist in th e same subject, there woul d then be~somethIng in that' 
subject able to destroy it, which (Prop. 4, pt. 3) is absurd . Therefore, 
in so far, etc. — q.e d. 


Proposition V^^/Each thing, in so far as tt is tn itself, endeavors to 
persevere tn its being. 

Dent2nstralion. Individual thmgs a re modes by which the attrib utes 
of God are expresseS" in a certain and determinate manner (Corol. 
Prop. 257pt7i), tha t is to sajr (Prop 34, pt i ), they are thing s which 
express i n a certain and detennimte ma nner the p ower ^ God by 
which He is and acts . A thing, too, has no thmg m itself through 
which it can be destroye d, or which c an negate its existence (Prop. 4, 
pt. 3), but, on the contrary, it is opposed to everything which could 
negate its existence (Prop. 5, pt. 3) Therefore, In so far as It can, 
and in so far as it'lsln itself, it endeavors to persevere in its own being. 
— Q.E.D. ~ 



Demonstration. From the given essence of anything certa i n things 
necessa rily f ollow (Prop. 36, pt. i ), nor are things able to do anything 
else than what n ecessarily follows from their deter minate nature 
(Prop. 29, pt. i). Therefore, the power of a thing, ot the^ffort by_ 
means of w hich it d oes or endeavors t o do anyffing, eitEer by its elf 
or with others — lhat is to say (PropT 6, pt. 3), the power or e ffort 
by which it endeavo rs to persevere in its being — is nothmg but the 
_^en or actual essence of tHe'thS^itself.^^-Tj.E.p. 
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Peopositton yj^^he effort by which each thing endeavors to persevere 
in its own being does not involve finite but indefinite time. 

Demonstration. If it involved a limited time, which would determiH e 
the duration of the thin g, then from that power alone by wHch the 
thing exi^ it would follow that, after that limited time,^^could not 
erist biitlnu st be destroyed But this (Prop. 4, pt. 3)_is_^urd. 
The effort, therefore, by w hich a thing exists does not in volve d eftdte 
tune, but, on the contrary (Prop. 4, pt. 3), if the thing be destroy ed 
by no external cause, by the same power by which it no w exists it will 
^way s continue to exist, and this effort, there for e, by which it endeav- 
ors to persevere, etc. — Q e.d. 


Proposition The mind, both in so far as it has clear and distinct 

ideas andm so far as it has confused ideas, endeavors to persevere in 
its being for an indefinite time, and is conscious of this effort. 

Demonstration. The essence of the min d is composed of adequa te 
and inadequate ideas (as we have shown in Prop 3, pt. 3 ), and the re- 
fore (Prop. 7, pt. 3), both in so far^ U has the former and in so f ar 
as it ha s t he latter, it endea vors to pe rseve re i n its being, and e ndeavors 
to pers evere i n it fo r an indefin ite time (Prop. 8f pt. 3). But since. 
the mind (Prop. 23, pt. 2), thro ugh the ideas of the modifications of 
the b ody, is necessarily conscious of itself, it is therefore conscious 
(Prop. 7, ptT^ ) oT its e ffort. — Q.E d. 

Note. This effort, w hen it is rel ated to the mind alo ne, is called 
“will,” but w hen it is related at the same time both to t he mi nd and 
SeSody is called “appetite,” which is therefore nothing but the ve ry 
essence of~m an, from t£e nature of which necessarily follow t hose 
wings which promote his preservation, and thus he is determined to 
do th ose things. Hence th ere is no difference between appetite and 
desire, unless in this particular that desire is generally related to men 
in so far as they ar^mscicms of tiieir appetites, and it may therefore 
Ibe de fined a s appe tite of which we ar e conscious. From what has 
been sa id it is plain, therefore, that we neither strive for, wish, seek,” 
nor d esire anything bec ause we think it to be good, but , on the 'con- 
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ttary, we adjudge a thing to be good beca use we strive for, w ish, seek, 
or desue it. 


PBOFOsmoN^^^i^Aere can be no idea in the mind which exdudes the 
existence 0/ the body, for such an idea is contrary to the mind. 

Demonstration. There can be nothing in our body whic h is able to 
destroy it (Prop. 5, pt. and the re cannot be^therefpre^ in an 
idea of an y such th i ng in s o far as H e has the idea of the body (Corol. 
Prop. 9, pt. 2); that is to say (Props, ii and 13, pt. 2), no idea of any 
such thing can ex ist in ourmind, b ut, on the contraryTance (Props". 
11 and 13, pt. 2) die first thing which cons titutes the essence of the 
mind is th e id ea of a body actually existing, the firsF and c 3 u 3 *tlijng 
l)elonging~ to our mi nd i s thie iSort (?rop. 7, pt. 3) to affi rm the exist- 
_ence of our body, and therefore the idea which denies &e existence 
^f our body Is contraiy to our mind. — q.£.d. ' ' " “ 


Propositioi^^;^ jy anything increases, diminishes, helps, or limits our 
body’s power of action, the idea of that thing increases, diminishes, 
helps, or limits our mind’s power of thought. 

Demonstration. -This proposition is evident from Prop. 7, pt. 2, 
and also from Prop. 14, pt. 2. 

Note. W^thus see that the mind can suffer great changes, and can 
pass now to a greater and now to a lesser perfection;' the s e passiyg 
s tates explaining to us the emotions of joy and s orrow . By “]o y,*^ 
therefore, in what follows, Idiall underet^ J the'paisiw state s thro u^ 
which the mind passes to a greater perfection; b y ‘^ rrow,” on the 
other hand, the passive stated through which it passes to a less per- 
^ tection . _The emotion of jo y7~rela t ed at the same~time bo th to She 
mind and the body, I call" “pleasurable ex ci tement ” {titiUatio) or 
^'cheerfulness ”; that of sorrow I call “ pain” or “ melancholy. ” It is, 
however, to be observed th at plea surable" excite'mmt and pain are 
"related to ainan wh en one of his par ts is affect^ moire than the others; 
cheerfulness and melancholy, on the other"hand, whe n all'parts^are^ 
equally affected . What the nature of desire is I have explained in the 
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note of Prop. 9, pt. 3; and besides these three — joy, sorrow, and 
desire — I know of no other primary emotion ; the others spr ing!^ 
fr om these, as I shall show in what follows. But before I advance 
any further, I should like to explain more fuUy Prop. 10, pt. 3, so that 
we may more clearly understand in what manner one idea is contrary 
to another. 

In the note of Prop. 17, pt. 2, we have show n th at the idea which 
forms the essence o f the mind invo lv es the ex is tence o f the b(^y so 
long as the body exists. Again, from Corol. Prop. 8, pt. 2, and its 
note, it follow s ^at ^e pre^t existen ce of our mind deprads solely 
upon this — that the mind involves the actual existence of the bo(^. 
"Finally, we hive shown that the power of the mm 3 ~by which it 
hnag ines anJ remembers thingralso dep^d^upon this — that 'it 
InvolveiT the actual existence of the body (Props. 17 and 18, pt. 2, 
with the note). From ttese th ings it follows that the p resent existence 
of the mind an d its power o f imagi nation are ne gated as sool as the 
mind ceases to affi rm the^fisent existence of the body . But the c ause 
by which the mind ceases to affirm t his existen ce of th e body ca nnot 
be the mind itself (Prop. 4, pt. 2)^nor caiTit be^e body’s ceasing toBe; 
for (Prop 6, pt 2 ) the m i nd doe s not a ffirm t be e xTstanoToFthe boc^ 
because th e body began to exist, and thereforeTby the same reas oning, 
it does n ot cease to affirm the existence of the body because the~ 6 o 3 y 
ceases to be, but (Prop. 17, pt. 2 ) because of another Idea excludi^ 
me pr^nt existence of our body, and conseq uent^ of our mind, and 
contraiy, therefore, to the idea which forms the essence of our nund. 


'^PsoposmoN mind endeavors as much as possible to imagine 

those things which increase or assist the body’s power of acting. 

Demonstration. The human mind will contemplate any ^temal 
body as prese nt solong as th e human body is affected in a way whi^ 
involves the nature o f that e xternal b ody (Prop. 17, pt. 2), and con- 
sequently ( Prop. 7, pt. 2) as long as the human mind contecnpIafeS 
any external body as pr^nt, that is to say ( Note, Prop. 17, pt. 2), 
jmagines it, so long is the human body aflPected in a way which in volves 
^ nature of that external body . Consequently, as long as ^elia md 
imagines those things which increase or assist our body^ power of 
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action, so long is the body affected in a way which increases or assists 
that power (Post, i, pt. 3) , and consequently (Prop, ii, pt. 3 ) so lo^ 
the mind^s power of thought is increased or assisted ; therefore (Props. 
6 and 9, pt. 3)_the mind endeavors as much as possible to imagine 
those thingss — q.e.d. 


Proposition IS^^yWhenever the mind imagines those things which 
lessen or hmU the body's power of action, it endeavors as much as 
possible to recollect what exdudes the existence of these things. 

Demonstration. So long as the mind imagines anything of this sort , 
the power of the body and of the mind is lessened or limite d (as we 
"^ave shown in the preceding proposition). _Nevertheless, the mind 
will continue to imagine these things until it imagines some other 
th icgjyhich will exclude their present existence (Prop. 17, pt. 2) ; thaT 
is to say, as we have just shown, the power of the mind and of the 
body is diminished or hmiteS'until the mind imagine s something whiH i 
ercludes th e existence of thes e things. This, therefore (Prop. 9, pt. 3), 
mindT^^ endeavor to imagine or recollect aFmuch as possible. 

Q.E.D. ~~ 

Corollary. Hence it follows that the mind is averse to imagine tho se 
t hings which lessen or hinder its pow er and that of the b ody. 

Note. From what has been said we can clearly see what love is and ' 
what hatred is. Love is nothing but joy accompanied with the idea 
of an external cause, and hatred is nothing but sorrow with the accom- 
panymg idea of an external cause. We see, too, that he who loves a 
thing necessarily endeavors to keep it before him and to preserve it, 
and, on the other hand, he who hates a thing necessarily endeavors 
to remove and destroy it. But we shall speak at greater length upon^ 
these points in what follows. 


PROPOSinoN''^^^ 7 / the mind at any time has been simultaneously 
affected by two emotions, whenever it is afterwards affected by one of 
tiiem, it wiU also be affected by the other. 

Demonstration. If th e h uman body has at any time been sim ulta- 
neously affected by two bodi^ whenever the mindTafterwardsi imaginea 
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one of them, it will immediately remember the other (Prop. i8, pt. 2). 
But the imaginations of the mind indicate rather the emotions of our 
body than the nature of Ext ernal bodies (Corol. 2, Prop. 16, pt. a), 
and therefore if the body, andlaansequeatly th e mind (Def. 3, pt. 3); 
!kias been at any time, etc. — q.ej). 


PEOFOSmON.^ 
sorrow, or 


r Anything may be accidentally the cause of joy, 
ire. 


Demonstration. Let the mind be supposed to be aff ected at the 
same time by two emotions, its power of action not be^ Increased 
or dimt^hed by one, while it is increased or diminished by th e oth er 
(Post. I, pt. 3). From the precedmg proposition it is plain that when 
the mind is afterwards affected by the first emotion th rong its true 
<ause which (by h3rpothesisJ of itself neither increases no r dunillfehes 
the mind’s power of thinking, it will at the same time be affec ted by 
tile other emotion which does increase or dimini^ffiat power, TEat is 
to say ( JNote, Prop ii, pt 3;, it w ilt be affe ctecTw ith joy'or sonrow; 
imd thus the thing itself will be the cause of joy or of sorrow, noFor* 
' itself, but acadenfa^ . "In the ^me w^lt can ea^y 'be’sEownThat 
Ae sam e thing may accidentally be the c ause oFde&e. — q.e.d. 

Corollary. The fact that we have contemplated a thing with an 
emotion of joy or rorrow, of which it'^not the efficient cause, is'a 
suSoraTreiioh for hemg able to love or hate it. ~ 

Demonstration, this fact alone is a sufficient reason (Prop. 14, 
pt. 3) for its coming to pass that the mind in imagining the thing 
afterwards is affected with the emotion of joy or sorrow, that is to 
say (Prop, ii, pt. 3), that the power of the mind and of the body is 
increased or diminished, etc.,^ and, consequently (Prop. 12, pt. 3), 
that the mind desires to imagine the thing or (Corol. Prop. 13, pt. 3) 
is averse to doing so, that is to say (Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3), that the 
mind loves the thing or hates it. — q e d. 

Note. We no w miderstand_why we love or hate certain things from 
jio cause which is known to us, b ut merely from sympathy orantipafhy^ 
as thqr say . . To th is class, too, as we shall ^6w m the following 
ositimis, are to be ^eried those objects which affect us with joy or 
jaarow sm ely becau se tbqr are iomewHat ISe* objects vffiich usually 
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affect tts with those emotions . I know indeed that the writers who 
first introduced the words “sympathy” and “antipathy” derired 
thereby to rignify certain hidden qualities of things, but, nevertheless, 
I believe that we riiall be permitted to understand by those names 
qualities which are plain and well known. 


Pkofosition If we imagine a certain thing to possess something 
which resetMles an object which usually affects the mind withyoy or 
sorrow, although the quality in which the thing resembles the object 
is not the efficient cause of these emotions, we shall nevertheless, by 
virtue of the resemblance alone, love or hate the thing. 

Demonstration. The quality in which the thing resembles the object 
we have contemplated in the object itself (by h3q)othesis) with the 
emodiOn of ]oy or sorrow, and since (Prop. 14, pt. 3), whenever the 
mind is affected by the image of this quality, it is also affected by the 
former or latter emotion, the thing which is perceived by us to possess 
this quality will be (Prop. 13, pt. 3) accidentally the cause of joy or 
sorrow. Therefore (by the precedmg Corol.), although the quahty in 
which the thing resembles the object is not the efficient cause of these 
emotions, we shall nevertheless love the thing or hate it. — Q e.d. 


Proposition 'If imagine that a thing tfuU usually affects us 
with the option of sorrow has any resemblance to an object which 
usually affects us equally with a great emotion of joy, we shall at 
the same time hate the thing and love it. 

Demonstration. This thing (by hypothesis) is of itself the cause o f 
sorrow, and (Note,*t*rop. 13, pt. 3) ffi so far as we imagine it with this 
“ emotion we hate it; but in so far as we imagine it to resemb le an object 
which usually affects us equally wit h a great emotion of joy do we love 
it with an equally great effort of jo y (Prop. 16, pt. 3) , and m we 
both hate it and love it a t the same time. — q.e.d. 

Note. This state of mind which arises from two contrary emotio^ 
is called “va cillation of the mind.” It is relate to emotion as doubt 
is related to the i^^ation ( I^ote, Prop. 44,' pt. s). Nor do vaci]la> 
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tion and doubt ^er from one another ezc^t as greater and less. 
It is to be observed that in the preceding proposition I have deduced 
these vacillations of the mind from causes which occasion the one 
emotion directly and the other contingently. This I have done 
because the emotions could thus be more easily deduced from what 
preceded, and not because I deny that these vacillations often originate 
from the object itself which is the efficient cause of both emotions. 
For ^ human body (Post, i, pt. 2) is composed of a number of 
indiA^pUal parts of different natures, and therefore (Ax. i, after Lem. 
3, following Prop. 13, pt. 2) it can be affected by one and the same 
body in very many and in different wa3rs. On the other hand, the 
same object can be affected m a number of different ways, and con- 
sequently can affect the same part of the body in different ways. 
It is easy, therefore, to see how one and the same object may be the 
cause of many and contrary emotions. 


Proposition man ts afected by the image of a past or future 

thing with the same emotion of joy or sorrow as that with which he 
is affected by the image of a present thing. 

Demonstration. As long as a man is affected by the image of a ny- 
thing, he' will c ontemplate the thin g as pre s ent although i^dqra not 
exist (Prop. 17, pt. 2, with Corol.), nor does he imagine i t as past or 
future unless in so far as its image is conn ected wiffi ffi^rf^st or 
future time (Note, Prop. 44, pt. 2). Therefore the image of the t hing 
considered in itself alone is the same whether it be rel ated to future, 
past, or present time, that is to say (Corol. 2, Prop. 16, pt. 2) , the 
state o f the body or the emotion is_t^ same whether the image be 
that of a past, presen t, or future ffiing. The emotion, therefore, o f 
joy and sorrow Is the same whether the image be that of a past, 
present,'br luFure thing . — ^q~e.d. 

Note I. I call a thing here past or future in so far as we have been 
or shall be affected by it, for example, in so far as we have seen a 
thing or are about to see it, in so far as it has strengthened us or will 
strengthen us, has injured or will injure us. For in so far as we thus 
imagine it do we affirm its existence, that is to say, the body is affected 
by no emotion which excludes the existence of the thing, and therefore 
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(Prop. 17, pt. 2) the body is affected by the image of the thing in the 
same way as if the thing itself were present. But because it generally 
happens that those who possess much experience hesitate when they 
think of a^thing as past or future, and doubt greatly concerning its 
issue (Note, Prop. 44, pt. 2), therefore the emotions which spring from 
such images of things are not so constant, but are generally disturbed 
by the images of other things, until men become more sure of the issu^ 
Note 2. From what has now been said we understand the ^|Mre of 
Hope, Fear, Confidence, De spair, Gladness, Remorse. Hope is nothing 
but unsteady joy, arising from the image of a future or past thing 
about whose issue we are m doubt. Pear, on the other hand, is an 
unste ady sorrow, arising fr om the image of a doubtful thin g. If the 
doub t be removed from these emotions, the n hope and fear become 
confiA ence and despair, that i s to say, joy or sorro w, arising from the 
image a th ing foTwhich we have hoped or which we have feared. 
Gladness, again, is joy arising from the i mage oT~a past thin g whose 
issues we h ave doubted. Remo rse is tlie sorrow which is op posed to 
gladness. 


I^OPOsmoN who imagines that what he loves is destroyed 

will sorrow, but 1/ he imagines that it is preserved he will rqoice. 


Demonstration. The mind endeavors a s much a s it ca n to ima g ine 
those things which increase or a ssist the body’s power of action (Prop. 
12, pt. 3), that is to say (Note, Prop. 13, pt. ^) , to i ma ^e ^0^ 
things which it loves . But t he imagination is assisted by those things 
which po s it the exis tence of the oyect and is restrain^ hjr Aoto 
which exdude its existen ce (Prop. 17, pt. 2). Therefore, th^ima^s 
of things which posit the existence of the beloved object assist Jhe 
* muid’s effort to imagme it, thar S to say~CNote, Prop, ii, pt. 3') , they 
jiffect the miiiid with joy; whilst those, on the other hand, which 
3^dude Ae existence of the beloved oBjecTrestfaurtEat same ettorT 

of the mind, that is to say (Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3) ^ they affect the mind 
_with sorrow . He, therefore, who imagines that what he loves is 
destroyedTetc. — q.e.d. 
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more in proportion as the joy is conceived to be greater. If a person, 
therefore, imagines that he whom he hates is affected with joy, fids' 
idea (Prop. 13, pt. 3) will restram the effort of the mind of him who 
hates, that is to say (Note, Prop, n, pt. 3), he will be affected with 
sorrow. — q.e.d. 

Note. This joy can hardly be solid and free from any mental conflict. 
For, as I diall ^ow directly in Prop. 27, in so far as we imagine that 
what is like ourselves is affected with sorrow, we must be sad; and, 
on the contrary, if we imagine it to be affected with joy, we rejoice. 
Here, however, we are considering merely hatred. 


Proposition If we imagine that a person affects with joy a 

thing which we hate, we are therefore affected with hatred Urma/rd 
him. On the other hand, if we imagine that he affects tt with sorrow, 
we are therefore affected with love toward him. 

Demonstration. This proposition is proved in the same manner as 
Prop. 22, pt. 3, which see. 

Note. These and the like emotions of hatred are rel ated to envy, 
which is t heref ore nothing but hatred in so far as it is considered to 
dispose a man solEat he rejoices over the evil and is sad^ned by the 
good which befalls ano^er. 


Proposition endeavor to affirm everything, both concerning 

ourselves and concerning the beloved object which we imagine wiU 
affect us or the object with joy, and, on the contrary, we endeavor to 
deny everything that will affect dther it or ourselves with sorrow. 

Demonstration. Ev erything whidi w e i magine as affecting the 
beloved object with jo y or sorro w affects us also with joy or sorrow 
(Prop. 21, pt. .2). But^e mind (Prop 12. pt. s )^hdeav^ as~much ' 
as it can to imagine those things which affect us with j oy, that is t o 
say (Prop. 17, pt. 2 and its Corol. ), it endeavors to consider them as 
present . . On the contrary (Prop. 13, pt. 3), it endeavors to exclude 
the e:^tence of what affects us witti sorrow; therefore we endeavor 
to affirm everything both concerning ourselves and concerning the 
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beloved object -whidi we imagine will affect us or it with joy, etc. 

— Q.E.D. 


Proposition If we hate a thing, we endeavor to qffi/rm con- 

cerning it everything which we imagine will affect it with sorrow, 
and, on the other hand, to deny everything concerning it which we 
imagine wtU affect it with joy. 

Demonstration. This proposition follows from Prop. 23, as the 
preceding proposition follows from Prop. 21. 

Note. We see from this how e asily it m ay happen that a man should 
think too muc h of hims el f or of the belo v ed obje ct , and, on the con- 
traiy, shotild thin k too little of what he hates. l\Tien a man thinks 
too m uch of himself, this imagination is called “pride,” and is a ^d 
oTHdmum because he dreams with his ey es open that he ^ able to do 
all those 'ttim^ to~^^ch he attains in im agination alone, regarding 
them therefore as realities, and rejoicing in them so long as he cannot 
imagine anything to exclude then existence and li mit his power of 
action . Pride, therefore, is that ]oy which anses from a man’s thinking 
t oo much of himself. The joy which a rise s from thi nking t^o mu ch of 
another is called “over-estu nation,” and that which arises from think- 
ing too bttle of anoAer js call^ “conte mpt. ” 


Proposition Although we may not have been moved toward a 

thing by any emotion, yet if it is like ourselves, whenever we imagine 
it to be affected by any emotion, we are affected by the same. 

Demonstration. The im^es of tlwgs are modiBcations of the 
human body, and the ideas of these modifications represen t to us 
external bodies as If they were presen t (Note, Prop. 17, pt. 2) , that 
is to say (Prop. 16, pt. 2) , these i deas mvolve both th e nature of our 
own bod y and at the same time the present n ature of the exterp^l 
.body . .fiTi^erefore, the nature of the external body be like that of 
our body, th e n the idea of the external body which we ima gine will 
hivolve a moi Mcation of our body likT that ot the extern^ body . 
.Therefore, if we imagine any one who is like ourselves to be affected 





THE Sl^CS 


X48 

with any emotioa, this itnagination will express a modificatio ii of our 
body like that emotion, and therefore we shall be aifected with a 
aiaular emotion ourselves because we ima^e something like us to be 
affected with the same. If, on the other hand, we hate a thing which 
is like ourselves, we diall so far (Prop. 23, pt. 3 ) be affected with.w 
emotion contrary and not aimilat to that with which it is affected- 

— QJSJD. 

Note, This imitation of emotions, when it is connected with sorrow, 
ia called *VM>mmiserati pn” (see Note, Prop. 22, pt. 3) , and where it & 
conne cted wit h des ire is called “emulation,” whicE is nothing else 
thanlhe desire which is engendered in us for anything because we 
iTnagin^ iiftt nther persons, who are like~o ursd ves, posse ss the swie 
desire." 

Cordlary x. If w e imagine that a person to whom we have been 
moved by no emoti on affects with joy a thing which is like us, we 
shall ther ef ore be affected w iffi l ove toward h im. If, on the other 
hand, we iim^e that he a ffects it with sorrow, we ^aUJie affect^ 
\yth hati^ towa^ 

fUemon^r^im. This corollary follows from the preceding proposi* 
tion, just as Prop. 22, pt. 3, follows from Prop. 21, pt. 3. 

Corollary 2. If we pity a thing, the fact tha t its misery affe^_us 
with sorrow wfll not make us hate it. ~ 

Demonstration. If we could h at e the th ing for this reason, we ^ould 
then (Prop. 23, pt. 3) rejoice over its sorrow,'whi!C!li j^conitrarv to th e 
hypothesis . 

Corollary 3. If we pity a thing, w e shall endeavo r as much a s 
possible to free it from its misery. 

Demonstration. That which affects with sorrow the thing that we 
pity, affects us likewise with the same sorrow (Prop. 27, pt. 3), and 
we diall, therefore, endeavor to devise every means by which we may 
take away or destroy the existence of the cause of the sorrow (Prop. 
13, pt. 3), that is to say (Note, Prop. 9, pt. 3), we shall seek to destroy 
it or shall be determined thereto, and therefore we shall endeavor to 
free from its misery the thing we pity. 

"" Note. This will or desire of doing good, arising from our pity for 
the object whidi w e want to benefit, is called “benevolence,” which 
is, therefore, sim|^ tbe desire which aris^ from comm^ratioh. 
With regard to the love or hatred toward the person who has done 
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good or evil to the thing we imagine to be like ourselves, see Note, 
Prop. 22, pt. 3. 


PROPOsmoifT XlQgJtr' We endeavor to bring into existence eoeryMting 
which we imagine conduces to joy, and to remove or destroy every- 
thing opposed to it, or which we imagine conduces to sorrcw. 

Demonstration. We endeavo r to_ imagine as nmch as pos able all 
thos e thin gs which we think conduce to joy (Prop. 12, pt. 3), that is 
^ say (Prop. 17, pt. 2), we strive as m uch as possible t o perceive 
the m as prese nt or _ac^aUy existing. But t he mind’s effort or power 
in thinking is equal to and correspondent with the body's effo rt or 
power in acting, as clearly follows from CoroL Prop. 7, pt. 2, and 
Corol. Prop, ii, pt. 2 , and therefore absolutely whatever conduces to 
joy wfendeavor to make exist, that is to say ^ote, Prop. 9, pt.~^, 
we ieeY after it and aim at it. This is the first thing which was to be 
proved. Again, if we imagme that a thing which we believe cau^ 
us sorrow , that is to say (Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3), which we hate, is 
destro yed, we shall rejoice (Prop 20, pt 3)j_^d therefore (by the 
first part of this demonstration) we shall endeavor to destroy it, or 
(Prop. 13, pt. 3) to remove it from us, so t hat we imy not perceive 
it as present . This is the second thing which was to be proved. We 
en deavor, therefore, to brmg into existence, etc. — Q E d 


Proposition shdU endeavor to do everything which we 

imagine men will look upon wUhjoy, and, on the contrary, we shall 
be averse to doing anything to which we imagine men^ are averse. 

Demonstration. If we imagine men to lo ve or hate a thi^, we^^ 
therefore love or hate it (Prop. 27, pt. 3), that is t o say (N ote, Prop. 
^3» pt- 3)1 we sha ll therefore rejoice or be sad at the presence of the 
thing, a nd therefore (Prop. 28, pt. 3) everything which we imagine 
that me n l ove or look upon with joy, we shall endeavor to do, etc. 
— Q.E.D. 

* Both here and in what follows I understand by the word “men,” men to whom 
we are moved by no emotion. 
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Note. This effort to do some things and omit doing others, solely 
because we wish to please men, is called “ambition,” especi all y if our 
Sesire to please the common people i s so strong fiiat our actions o r 
omissions to act are accompanied with injury to ourselves or to othen. 
Otherwise this endeavor is usually called “human ity.” Again, tEe 
joy with which we imagine another person’s action, the purpose of 
which is to delict us, I call “praise , ” and the sorrow w ith which we 
turn away from an actio n of a contrary kind I call "blame.” ~ 


PB.oposiTiON.,^jJJJfe^ If a person has done anything which he imagines 
Will affect others with joy, he also wtU be affected with joy, accom- 
panied with an idea of himself as its cause, that is to say, he mil 
look upon himself with joy. If, on the other hand, he has done any- 
thing which he imagines will affect others with sorrow, he will look 
upon himself with sorrow. ^ 

Demonstration. He who imagm^ that he affects others with joy or 
sorrow will necessa:^y be afSc^ with joy or sorrow (Prop. 27, pt. 3). 
But since man is conscious of himself ( Props. 19 and 23, pt. 2) by 
means of the modifications by which he is determined to act, therefore 
te has done anything which he ima gines will affect others wiA 
joy wi ll be affected with joy accompanied with a consciousness of 
himself as its ca use, that is to say, he wiU loofaupon himself wi3t 
Joy, and, on the ot her handj etc . — q.e.d. 

Note. Since love (Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3) is joy attended with the 
idea of an external cause, and hatred is sorrow attended with the 
idea of an external cause, the joy and sorrow spoken of in this prop- 
osition will be a kind of love and hatred. Bu t because love and 
hatred are related to external objects, we will therefore give a djffermt 
name to the emotions which are the subject of this proposition, and 
jve will call this kind of joy w hich is attended with the idea of sm 
^external cause “se lf-exaltat ionj” and the sorrow oppo sed to it we wllF 
“shame.” The reader is to understand that this is the case uT 
which joy or sorrow arises because the man believes that he is praised 
or blamed, otherwise I shall call this joy accompanied with the idea 
of an external cause “contentment with one’s-self,” and the sorrow 
imposed to it “repentance.” Again, since (Corol. Prop. 17, pt. 2) it 
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may happen that the joy with which a person imagines that he affects 
other people is only imaginary, and since (Prop. 25, pt. 3) every one 
endeavors to imagine concerning himself what he supposes will affect 
himself with joy, it may easily happen that the self-exalted man 
becomes proud, and imagines that he is pleasing everybody when he 
is offensive to everybody. 


Proposition If ive imagine that a person loves, desires, or 

hates a thing which we ourselves love, desire, or hate, we shall on that 
account love, desire, or hate the thing more steadily. If, on the other 
hand, we imagine that he is averse to the thing we love or loves the 
thing to which we are averse, we shall then suffer vacillation of mind. 

Dentenstralion If we imagine that another person loves a thing, 
on that very account we slmll love it (Prop. 27, pt. 3). But we are 
' supposed tolo ve it independently of this, and a new c^se for our love 
Is therefore added, by which it is strengthene d, and conse quent ly the 
o biect we Tove will be loved by us on'thlFaccoimt the triore s teadily . 
Again, if w e imag ine that a pe rson is averse to a thing, on that very 
account we shall be ave^ to it (Prop. 27, pt. 3); but if we supp ose 
that we at the same dme love it, w^ shall both love the thing and be 
averse to it, that j? to say (Note, Prop. 17, pt. ?i), we shall suffer 
vacillation of mind. — Q e.d. 

Corollary. ItTollows from this proposition and from Prop. 28, pt. 3 
that every one endeav nrsasmimh as possible to makS-Others love 
“what he l ovesj and to hate what he hates. Hence the poet says 

Speremus pariter, pariter metuamus amantes; 

Ferreus est, si quis, quod sinit alter, amat.* 

This effort to make every one approve what we love or hate is in truto 
ambition (Note, Prop. 29, pt. 3 ), and so we see that each perso n_^ 
nature desires that other persons s hould live according to his way of 
tbinlfin g; hut, if everyone does this , then all are a hindrance to one 

•Ovid, fi mures, Bk. n. Elegy ig, lines s snd 4 (Spinoza has lianqiosed the lines) 1 
As lovers let us hope and fear alike: 

Of iron is he who loves what the other leaves — En 
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another, and if everyone wishes to be praised or bdoved by the rest, 
Sien they aH hate one ano^^ 


^^OPOsmoN If we imagine that a person enjoys a thing which 

only one canpossess, we do all we can to prevent his possessing it. 

DemonstrcUion. If we imagine that a person enjoys a thing, that 
will be a su£6cient reason (Prop. 27, pt. 3, with Corel, i) for m a ltin g 
us love the thing and desiring to enjoy it. But (by’hypothesis) we 
imagine that his enjoyment of the thmg is an obstacle to our joy, 
and therefore (Prop. 28, pt. 3) we endeavor to prevent his possessing 
it. — Q.E D. 

““ Note, yie see, therefore, that the nature of man is generally con - 
stituted so as to pity those who are in adversity and envy those wh o 
are in prosperity, and (Prop. 32, pt. 3) he envies with a hatrecTwhi^ 
is the greater in proportion as he loves w hat he imaginra anothCT 
possess es. We see also that from the sa me prope rty of hum an nature 
from v^ch it fo l lows that m e n one anothe r it also f^ows that 
they are envious a nd amb itious. If we will consult expenaice, vre 
shall find that she teaches the same doctrine, especially if we consider 
the first years of our life. For we find that children, because their 
body is, as it were, continually in equilibrium, laugh and cry merely 
because they see others do the same; whatever else they see others 
do they immediately wish to imitate, everything which they think is 
pleasing to other people they want. And the reason is, as we have 
said, that the images of things are the modifications themselves of 
the human body, or the ways in which it is affected by external causes 
and disposed to this or that action. 


PaoPosiTiON If we love a thing which is hke ourselves, we 

endeavor as much as possible to make U love us in return. 

Demonstration. We endeavor as much as possible to imagine before 
everything else the thing we love ( Prop. 12, pt. 3). If, therefore, it be 
like ourselves, we shall endeavOTTo affect it with joy before everything 
«se (Pitop. 29, pt. 3), that is to say, we shall endeavor as much as 
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po ssible to cause the beloved object to be affected with joy 

the idea of o uradves, or, in other worjs (Note. Prop. 13, pt. 3), 
we try to make it love us in return. — q.e.d. 

Proposition The greater the emotion with which we imagine 

that a belovm object is afected toward us, the greater will be our 
selj-exaltation. 

Demonstration. We endeavor as much as possible to make a beloved 
o bject love us in return (Prop. 33, pt. 3) , that is to say (Note, Prop. 

pt. to cause it to be affected wit h joy attended mth the idea of 
ourselves. In proportion, therefore, as we imagine the beloved object 
t o be affected with a joy oi which we are the cause, will our endeavo r 
be assisted, that is to say (Prop, ii, pt. 3 with Note), will be the 
greatne ss of the joy with which we are affected. But since we rejoice 
b ecause we have affected with joy another per^n like ourselves, we 
Aall look upon ourselves with joy (Prop. 30, pt. 3); and theref^ 
j Qie greater the emotion with whicfiTwe imagine that the beloved objec t 
is affected toward us, the greater will be the joy w it h which we shall 
look upon ourselves, that is to say (Note, Prop, .^o, pt. the greater 
will be our self-exaltation. — q.ej). ’ 


Proposition I imagine that an object beloved by me is 

united to another person by the same or by a closer bond of friendship 
than that by which I mysdf alone held the object, I shall be affected 
with hatred toward the beloved object itself, and shall envy that other 
person. 

Demonstration. The greater the love with which a person imagines 
a beloved object to be affected toward him, the greater will be his 
self-exaltation (Prop. 34, pt. f) , that is to say (Note, Prop. 30, pt. 3), 
^e more will he rejoice . Therefore ( Prop. 28, pt. 3) , he will endeavor 
as much as he can to imagine the beloved object tmited to him as 
closely* as possible, and this effort or desire is strengthened if he 
imagines that another person desires for himself the same objert 
(Prcq). 31, pt. 3). But this effort or desire b supposed to be checked 
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b y the imaije of the beloved object itself attended by the image of 
the person whom it connects with it self. There fore (Note, Prop, ii, 
pt. 3) the lover on this accounrwill b e affected wSh so rrow attend ed 
with the idea of the beloved object as its cau^ togethe r with 'the 
image of another person, that is to say (N ote, Prop. 13, pt.~^j he ^1 
be affected with hatre d toward the belove d objec t and at the same 
time toward this o th er person (Corol. Prop. 15, pt.~3)j whom he w ill 
envy (Prop. 23, pt. 3 ) as being delight ed with it. — q.f d. 

“ Note. This hatred toward a beloved object when joined with envy 
is called “jealousy,” which is therefore nothing but a vacillation of the 
mind springing from the love and hatred both felt together, and 
attended with the idea of another person whom we envy . Moreo-refr 
this hatred toward the beloved object will be great er in proportion to 
the joy with which the jealous man has been usually affe c ted from 
the mutual affection between him and his beloved, and also in pro - 
portion to the emotion with which he had been affected toward the 
person who is imagined to unite to himself the belo v ed object . For if 
lie has hated him, he will for that very reason hate the beloved object 
(Prop. 24, pt. 3) because he imagines it to affect with joy that which 
he hates, and also (Corol. Prop. 15, pt. 3) because he is compelled to 
coimect the image of the beloved object with the image of him whom 
he hates. This feeling is generally excited when the love is love toward 
a woman. The man who imagines that the woman he loves prostitutes 
herself to another is not merely troubled because his appetite is 
restrained, but he turns away from her because be is obliged to connect 
the image of a beloved object with the privy parts and with what is 
excremental in another man; and in addition to this, the jealous 
person is not received with the same favor which the beloved object 
formerly bestowed on him — a new cause of sorrow to the lover, as 
I shall show. 


J^QPOSinON He who recollects a thing with which he has 

once been ddighted desires to possess it with every condition whtch 
existed when he was first delighted with it. 


Demonstration. Whatever a man has seen together with an 
object which has delig hted him will be (Prop, i g. nt. contingently 
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a cause of joy, and therefore (Prop. 28, pt. 3) he will desire to possess 
*it JL, together with the obj^t which has delighted him, that is to say , 
he will desire to possess the object wi th every c ondit ion whidi exist^ 
when he was first delighted wth it. — q.e.d. 

Corollary. If, therefore, the lover discovers that one of these co n- 
ditions be wanting, he will be sad . 

Demonstration. For in so far as he discovers that any one conditim 
is wanting does he imagine something which excludes the existence of 
the object. But since (Prop. 36, pt. 3) he desires the object or condi- 
tion from love, he will therefore be sad (Prop. 19, pt. 3) in so far as 
he imagines that condition to be wanting. — q.e.d. 

Note. This sorrow, in s o far as it is rekt^ t o the absence of what 
we love, is called “longing,” 


PnoposmoN The desire which springs from sorrow or joy, 

from hatred or love, is greater in proportion as the emotion is greater. 

Demonstration. Sorrow lessens or limits a man’s power of action 

^ I— I. .i.i...- ...... -■ 

(Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3), that is to say (Prop. 7, pt. 3), it lessens or 
limits the effort by which a man endeavors to persevere in his own 
* T)eing. and therefore (P rop. 3, pt. 3) it is oppos^to thS dffoit; con - 
sequently, if a man bc affected with sorrow, the fi rst thing he attempts 
is to remo ve that sorrow; but (by the definition of sorrow) the greater 
it IS, the" greater is the liuman power of action to which it must be 

opposed, and so much the greater, therefore, will be the power of 

action with whic h the man will endeavor to remove it, that is to sa y 
"(Note. Prop. 0. pt. 3). with the greater eagerness or desire will he 
s truggle to remove it . Again, since joy (Note, Prop, ri, pt. 3) in- 
creases or assists a man’s power oi action, it is easily demonstrate!, 
^tiy th e same method, that tnere is n othmg w^hich a man who is afiecl£ d 
with 10V desires more^han to presCTve it, and his desire is in proportio n 
to his joy. Again, since hatred and love are themselv es emotion s 
either of joy or^ sorrow, it foilowslh the samemajmgT Eat the effi^ , 
desire, or eagerness which arises from hatred or love~will be greater 
in proportion to the hatred or love. — q 
















THE ETHICS 


*S6 

PROPOsmoN "X^^SPan.. If a man has begun to hate a beloved thing, 
so that his lowof it is altogether destroyed, he will for this very reason 
hue it more than he would have done if he had never loved it, and 
his hatred will be in neater proportion to his previous love. 


Demonstration. If a man begins to hate a thing which he loves, a 


constraint is put upon more appetites than if he had never loved it. 


a man enaeavors to 


oy as much as possible (Prop. 21, pt. 3) ; this effort (Prop. 37, 
pt. 3) to preserve the joy of love being the greater in proportion as 
his love is 


to love him in retiuii (Prop. 33, pt. 3). But these efforts are restram 


bv the hatred toward the beloved object (Corol. Prop. 13, and Prop. 


33, pt. 3); therefore the lover (Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3), for thi§~ reason, 


also will be affected with sorrow, and that the more as the love had 




le hatred there is another produced by his having loved the 


^'ect, and consequently he will contemplate with a greater emotion 
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it (Prop. 37, pt. 3). Tliis is the first part of the propositicoi. Ihe 
is demonstrated in the same way; Therefore if a man hates 
another, etc. — q.e.d. 

Note. By “good” I understand here every kind of joy and every- 
ing that conduces to it, chiefly, however, anything th at, satisfi^ 
ging, whatever that thing may be. By “evil” I understand every 
kind oi sorrow, and chiefly whatever Awarts longing . P'or we nave 
shown above (Note, Prop. 9, pt. 3) tha t we do not desire a thing 
because we adjudge it to be good, but, on the contrary, we call it good 
because we desire it, and, consequently, everyth i ng to whidi we are 
averse we call evil . jEach person, therefore, according to his emotion 
judyes or estimates what is good and what is evil, what is better and 
what is worse, and what is the best and whatls the worst. Thus the 
covetous man thinks plenty of money to be the best thing and poverty 
the worst. The ambitious man desires nothing like glory, and on the 
other hand dreads nothing like shame. To the envious person, again, 
nothing is more pleasant than the misfortune of another, and nothing 
more disagreeable than the prosperity of another. And so each person 
according to his emotion judges a thing to be good or evil, useful or 
useless. We notice, moreover, that this emotion by which a man is 
w di sused as not to will the thing he wills, and to will that which 
he does not wi ll, is called ”fear,” which may therefore be defined as 
l&iat "apprehension ” which leads a man to avoid an evil in the future 
By in curring a lessee evil (Prop. 28, pt. 3). If the evil feared is shkme , 
then the fear is call^ “modesty. ” If the desire of avoiding the future 
Is restrained by the fear of rmotber evil, so that the man does not 
If^w what he most widies, then this apprehension is called "con- 
sternation,” especially if both the evils feared are very great. 


PaoposiTioiiSwjy we imagine that we are hated by another without 
having given him any cause for it, we shall hate him in return. 


Demonstration. If we imagine that a nother person is affected with 
hat red, on that a c count we shall als o be affected wiA it (Prop. 27, 
pt. 3), that is to say, we shall be affected with sorrow (Note, Prop. 13, 
pt. 3), "arminpaTiieri Tvith the idea of an eatemil cause. But (by 
hypothi^ig) wg imagine^no cause for this sorrow except the person 
biTnaf.lf j^o bates US, and therefore, because we imagine ourselves 
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hated by another, we shall be affected with sorrow aocompaoied with 


the idea of him who hates us, that is to say (Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3), 




Note. If we imagine that we have given just cause for the hatred, 
we diall then (Prop. 30, pt. 3, with its Note) be affected with shame. 
This, however (Prop. 25, pt. 3), rarely happens. 

Ih is reciprocity of hatre d may also ari se from the fac t that ha tred 
followed by an attempt to bring evil upon him who is hated (Prop. 


39, pt. 3). If, therefore, we imagine that we are hated by any one 
else, we shall imagine him as the cause of some evil or sorrow, and 
thus we shall be affected with sorrow or apprehension accompanied 
vrith the idea of the person who hates us as a cause, that is to say, 
we shall hate him in return, as we have said above. 

I Corollary i. If we imagine that the person we love is affected wfth 
hatred toward us, we shall be agitated at the same time botlf witE 


love and hatred. For in so far as we i magine that we are h atedare we 
determined (Prop. 40, pt.^ ^^^.te him in return. But (by hyp oth- 
esi8)_ we lov e him , notwithstanding, and th^efore we shall be agi- 
teted both by love and hatr^. 

CoroUary~2. ~ if we imagine _^t an evil has been brought upon us 
through the hatred of some per^n toward whom ye have hitherto 
been moved b y no em otion, we slmll inunediately endeavor to return 
that ev il upon him. 

Demonstration. If we imagine that anoriier peiwn is affected with 
hatred toward us, we shall hate him in return (Prop. 40, pt. 3), and 
(Prop. 26, pt. 3) we shall endeavor to devise and (Prop. 39, pt. 3) 
bring upon him ever}dhiQg which can affect him with sorrow. But 
(by hypothesis) the first thing of this kind, we imagine is the evil 
brought upon ourselves, and therefore we shall immediately endeavor 

r bring that upon him. — q.e d. 

Note. The attempt to bring evil on those we hate is called “anger,” 
and the at te mpt to Tetu m the~ inflicted on ours elves is called 
“vengeance.” 


PKOPOSmoiO^^ If we imagine that we are beloved by a person wUhout 
* homing givm any cause for the love {which may be the case by Carol. 
Prop. IS, pt. 3, and by Prop. 16, pt. 3), we shall love him in return. 
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DefHonsiration. This propoation, is demonstrated in the same waV 
as the preceding, to the note of which the reader i s also i^err^ . 

Note. ll we imagine that we have given j ust cause for love, we 
pride our^lves upon it (Prop. 30, pt. 3, with its Note). This fre- 
quently occurs (Prop. 25, pt. 3), and we have said that the contrary 
takes place when we believe that we are hated by another person 

(Note, Prop. 40, pt. 3). This reciprocal love, and consequently (Prc^. 
39, pt. 3) this attempt to do good to the person who loves us, and who 1 
(by the same Prop. 39, pt. 3 ) endeavors to do good to us, is c^ed 
“thankfulness” or “gratitude,*’ and from this we can see how much 
readier men are to revenge themselves than to return a benefit. 

Corollary. If we imagin e that we are l oved by a person we hate , 
vue sh all at the sam e time be agitated bo t h by love and hatred . This 
is demonstrated in &e same way as the preceding proposition. 

Note. If the hatred prevail, we shall endeavor to bring evil upon 
the pfrson'Sy whom w e are loveJ. This einotToh is ^Bed “cruelty.” 
especially if it is believed that the perso n who lo ^s hai~not imy 
ordin ary reason for hatred . 


Proposition moved by love or hope of self-exaltation, we have 

conferred a favor upon another person, we shall be sad if we see that 
the favor is received with ingratitude. 

Demonstration. If we love a thing which is of the same nature as 
ourselves, we endeavor as much as possible to cause it to love us m 
return (Prop. 33, pt. 3). If we con fer a favor, the refore, upon any 
one because of our love toward him, we do it with a desire by which 
we are possessed that we may be loved in return, that is to say (Prop. 
34, pt. 3), from the hope of self-exaltation or (Note, Prop. 30, pt. 3) 
of joy, and we shall consequ ently (Prop. 12, pt. 3) endeavor as much 
as possible to imagine this cause of self-exaltation or to contemplate 
it as actually exis^g . But (by hypothesis) we imagine something 
else which excludes the ^stfnoe of that cause, and, therefor e (Prop. 
19, pt. 3), this will make us sad. — q.e.d. 


Proposition Etdred is increased through return of haired, hut 

may be destroyed by love. 
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Demonslration. we imagine that the person we hate is affected 
wi th hatred toward ua, a hew hatred 19 th^by produced (Prop. 40. 
pt. 3), the^ hatred still remaining; (by h ypothesis). If, on the other 
hand, we imagine him to be affected with love towud us, in s o far as 
w imagine it (Prop- ^o, pti j^^shalTwe look upon oursdv^ with 
and endeavor (Prop, ag, pt. 3) jto please him, that is {o say O^rop. 41, 
.3)1 in so far shal l we endeavor not to late him nor to affect him 
with sorro w. This effort (PropTsy, pt. 3)jfill be greater or lew as 
the emotion from w h ich it aris es i s gr eater or les s, and, therefoil^, 
Aould it be greater than that wh^ spri^ from .hatred, and by 
which (Prop." 26, ptr ~ 0 we en deav or to affect with sorrow the objec t 
we hate, then it w ill prevail and banlA hatred from the mind. " q.e.d. 


PSOFOSITION which is altogether overcome by love passes 

into love, and the love is ther^ore greater than if hatred had not 
preceded it. 

Demonstration. The demonstration is of the same kind as that of 
Prop. 38, pt. 3. For if we begin to love a thing which we hated, or 
upon which we were in the habit of looking with sorrow, we shall 
rejoice for the very reason that we love; and to this joy which love 
involves (see its definition in the note of Prop. 13, pt. 3) a new joy is 
added which springs from the fact that the effort to/emove the sorrow 
which hatred involves (Prop. 37, pt. 3) is so much assisted, there 
being also present before us, as the cause of our joy, the idea of the 
person whom we hated. 

Note. Notwithstanding the truth of this proposition, no one will 
try to hate a thing or will wish to be affected with sorrow in order 
that he may rejoice the more, that is to say, no one will desire to inflict 
loss on himself in the hope of recovering the loss, or to become ill in 
the hope of getting well, inasmuch as every one will always try to 
preserve his being and to remove sorrow from himself as much as 
possible. Moreover, if it can be imagined that it is possible for us to 
desire to hate a person in order that we may love him afterwards the 
mote, we must always desire to contii;ue the hatred. For the love 
win be the greater as the hatred has been greater, and therefore we 
phall always desire the hatred to be more and more increased. Upon 
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the same principle we shall desire that our sickness may continue and 
increase in order that we may afterwards enjoy the greater jdeasme' 
when we get well, and therefore we riiall always desire sickness, which 
(Prop. 6, ^t. 3) is absurd. 

Proposition we imagine that any one like oursdves is qffecied 

with hatreatoward an object like ourselves which we love, we shatt 
hate him. ' 

Demonstration. The beloved object hates him who hates it (Prc^. 
40, pt. 3}, and therefore we who love it, who imagine that any one 
hates it, imagine also that it is affected with hatred, that is to say, 
with sorrow (Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3), and consequently (Prop. 21, pt. 3) 
we are sad, our sadness being accompanied with the idea of the person, 
as the cause thereof, who hates the beloved object, that is to say 
(Note, Prop 13, pt. 3), we riiall hate him. — q.e.d. 


Proposition we have been affected with joy or sorrow by any 

one who belongs to a class or nation different from our own, and if 
our joy or sorrow is accompamed with the idea of this person as its 
cause, under the common name of his class or nation, we shall not 
love or hate hm merely, but the whole of the doss or nation to which 
he belongs. 

Demonstration. This proposition is demonstrated in the same way 
as Prop. 16, pt. 3. 


Proposition The joy which arises from our imagining that 

’ what we hatemis been destroyed or has been injured is not unaccom- 
panied with some sorrow. 

Demonstration. This is evident from Prop. 27, pt. 3 , for in so far 
as we imagin e an obje ct Jike ou^lves affected with sorrow shall we 
be sad. 

Note. This proposition may also be demonstrated from Corol., 
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Ptop. 17, pt. 2. For as often as we recollect the object, although it 
does not actually exist, we contemplate it as present, and the body is 
affected in the same way as if it were present. Therefore, so long as 
the memory of the object remains, we are so determined as to con- 
tem^te it with sorrow, and this determination, while the image of 
the object abides, is restrained by the recollection of those things 
which exclude the existence of the object, but is not altogether removed. 
Therefore we rejoice only so far as the determination is restrained, 
and hence it happens that the joy which sprinp from the misfortune 
of the object we hate is renewed as often as we recollect the object. 
For, as we have already shown, whenever its image is excited, inas- 
much as this involves the existence of the object, we are so deter- 
mined as to contemplate it with the same sorrow with which we were 
accustomed to contemplate it when it really existed. But because we 
have connected with this image other images which exclude its exist- 
ence, the determination to sorrow is immediately restrained, ^hd we 
rejoice anew; and this happens as often as this repetition takes place. 
This is the reason why we rejoice as often as we call to mind any evil 
that is past, and why we like to tell tales about the dangers we have 
escaped, since, whenever we imagine any danger, we contemplate it 
as if it were about to be, and are so determined as to fear it — a deter- 
mination which is again restrained by the idea of freedom, which we 
connected with the idea of the danger when we were freed from it, 
and this idea of freedom again makes us fearless, 'SO that we again 
rejoice. 


PKOFOsmoN Love and hatred toward any object, for example, 

toward Peter^re destroyed if the joy and the sorrow which they 
respectively involve be joined to the idea of another cause; and they 
are respectively diminished in proportion as we imagine that Peter 
has not been their sole cause. 

Demonstration. This is plain from the very definition of love and 
hatred (see Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3), joy being called love to Peter and 
sotTOW being called hatred to him, solely because he is considered 
to be the cause of this or that emotion. Whenever, therefore, we can no 
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longer coxisider him either partially or entirely its cause, the motkm 
toward him ceases or is diminished. — q.ej>. 

PsoFOSinoN l^^Se^For the same reason, love or haired toward an 
object toe imagine to he free must be greater than toward an oiject 
which is under necessity. 

Demonstration. An object which we imagine to be free must (Def. 
7, pt. i) be perceived through itself and without others . If, therriore , 
we imagine it to be t he cause of joy or sorrow, we shall for that reason 
alone love or hate it (Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3), and that, too, with the 
greatest love or the greatest hatred which can spring from the given 
emotio n (f*rop. 48, pt. 3). JBut jf jwe im agine th at the obj ect wtiicii 
^ the^use of that emotion is necessary, then (by the same Def. 7 » 
pt. 1) we shall imagin^t as the cause orEhat emotion, not alone, but 
together withTither causes, and so (Prop. 48. pt. oiir love or Hatred 
toward it will 6e less. — Q.t:.D. 

" Wo(e. Hence it follows that our hatred or love toward one another 
is greater than toward other things because we think we are free. 
We must take into account also the imitation 1^ emotions which we 
have discussed in Props. 27, 34, 40, and 43, pt. 3. 


Anything may 

or fear. 


be accidentally the cause either of hope 


Demonstration. This proposition is demonstrated in the same way 
as Prop. 15, pt. 3, which see, together with Note 2, Prop. i&, pt. 3. 

Note. n.f;cidenta llv_the cause s either of hot^ or 

f^r ar e called sfood or evil omens. In so far as "the omens are the 
cauM of SopTann fear (by the Pet, of hope and tear m JNote 2, Prop. 
18, pt. 3) are they the cause of or of sorr ow, and consequently 
(Corol. Prop. 15, pt. 3) so far do we love Sem or h ate^them, an d 
(Prop. 28, pt. 3) endeavor to use ^1^ as mea^ to obtain tiiose thir^ 
f or which we hope, o r to remove the m~as obstacles or causes ot tear . 
It follows, too, from Prop. 25, pt. 3, that our natural constitution is 
such that we easily believe the things we hope for, and believe with 
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diifficulty those we fear, and that we think too much of the fonner and 
too little of the latter. Thus have superstitions arisen, by which men 
are everywhere disquieted. I do not consider it worth while to go 
any further and to explain here all those vacillations of mind which 
arise from hope and fear, since it follows from the definition alone of 
these emotions that hope cannot exist without fear, nor fear without 
hope (as we shall explain more at length in the proper place). Besides, 
in so far as we hope for a thing or fear it, we love it or hate it, and 
I therefore everything which has been said about hatred and love can 
^easily be applied to hope and fear. 

men may be affected by one and the same 
object inMfferent ways, and the same man may be affect^ by one 
and the same object in different ways at different times. 

Demonstration. The human body (Post. 3, pt. 2) is affected by 
external bodies in a number of ways. Two men, therefore, may be 
affected in different ways at the same time, and, therefore (Ax. i, 
after Lemma 3, following Prop. r3, pt. 2), they can be affected by one 
and the same object in different ways. Again (Post. 3, pt. 2), the 
human body may be affected now in this and now in that way, and, 
consequently (by the axiom just quoted), it may be affected by one 
and the same object in different ways at different times. — q.e.d. 

Note. We thus see that it is possible for one man to love a thing 
and for another man to hate it, for this man to fear what this man 
does not fear, and for the same man to love what before he hated, 
and to dare to do what before he feared. Again, since each judges 
according to his own emotion what is good and what is evil, what is 
better and what is worse (Note, Prop. 39, pt. 3), it follows that men 
may change in their judgment as they do in their emotions,^ and 
hence it comes to pass that when we compare men we distinguish 
them solely by the difference in their emotions, calling some “brave,” 
others “timid,” and others by other names. For example, I shall call 
a man brave who despises an evil which 1 usually fear, and if, besides 
ffiis, 1 consider the fact that his desire of doing evil to a person whom 

* lliat this may be the case, although the human mind is part of the divine 
intellect, we have shown in CoroL, Pn^. 13, pt. 3. 
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he hates or deing good to one whom he loves is not restrained by tluU: 
fear of evil by which I am usually restrained, 1 call him “audiiBous.** 
On the other hand, the man who fears an evil which I usually deqnse 
will appear “timid,” and if, besides this, I consider that his desire is 
restrained by the fear of an evil which has no power to restrain me, 
I call him “pusillanimous” ; and in this way everybody will pass judg- 
ment. Finally, from this nature of man and the inconstancy of his 
judgment, in consequence of which he often judges things from mere 
emotion, and the things which he believes contribute to his joy or his 
sorrow, and which, therefore, he endeavors to bring to pass or remove 
(Prop. 28, pt. 3), are often only imaginary — to say nothing about 
what we have demonstrated in the Second Part of this book about 
the uncertainty of things — it is easy to see that a man may often be 
himself the cause of his sorrow or his joy, or of being affected with 
sorrow or joy accompanied with the idea of himself as its cause, so 
that w#can easily understand what repentance and what self-approval 
are. Repentance is sorrow accompanied with the idea of on e’s self as* 
the cause, and self-approva l is joy accompanied with the idea of one^ 
self as the cause; and these emotions are veiy intense because mm 
believe themselves fr^ (Prop. 49, pt. 3). 


Proposition 'L^^fAn object which we have seen b^ore together with other 
objects, or whifji we imagine possesses nothing which is not common 
to it with many other objects, we shall not contemplate so long as that 
which we imagine possesses something peculiar. 


Demonstration. Whenever we imagine an object which we have 
seen with others, we immediately call these to mind (Prop. 18, pt. 2, 
with Note), and thus from the contemplation of one object we imme- 
diately fall to contemplating another. This also is our way with an 
object which we imagine to possess nothing except what is common 
to a number of other objects. For this is the same thing as supposing 
that we contemplate nothing in it which we have not seen before with 
other objects. On the other hand, if we suppose ourselves to imagine 
in an object something peculiar which we have never seen before, it is 
the same as saying that the mind, while it contemplates that object, 
holds nothing else in itself to the contemplation of which it can pass, 
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turning away from the contemplation of the object, and therefore it 
is determined to the contemplation solely of the object. Therefore 
an object, etc. — q.e.d. 

Note. Iliis mental modihcation or imagination of a particular thing, 
in so far as it alone occupies the mind, is called “astonishment,” and 
if it is excited by an object we dread, we call it “consternation,” 
because astonishment at the evil so fixes us in the contemplation of 
itself that we cannot think of anything else by which we might avoid 
the evil. On the other hand, if the objects at which we are astoni^ed 
ate human wisdom, industry, or anything of this kind, inasmuch as 
we consider that their possessor is by so much superior to ourselves, 
the astonishment goes by the name of “veneration”; whilst, if the 
objects are human anger, envy, or anything of this sort, it goes by 
the name of “horror.” Again, if we are astonished at the wisdom or 
industry of a man we love, then our love on that account (Prop. 12, 
pt. 3) will be greater, and this love, united to astonishment owrenera- 
tion, we call “devotion.” In the same manner it is possible to conceive 
of hatred, hope, confidence, and other emotions being joined to 
astonishment, so that more emotions may be deduced than are 
indicated by the words in common use. From this we see that names 
have been invented for emotions from common usage rather than 
from acauate knowledge of them. 

To astonishment is opposed contempt, which is usually caused, 
nevertheless, by ov being determined to astonis^ent, love, or fear 
toward an object ei^r because we see that another person is astonished 
at, loves or fears tni^^me object, or because at first sight it appears 
like other objects at'wmch we are astonished or which we love or fear 
(Prop. IS, with Corol. m. 3, and Prop. 27, pt. 3). But if the presence 
of the object or a more ^reful contemplation of it should compel us 
to deny that there exists in it any cause for astonishment, love, fear, 
etc., then, from its presence itself, the mind remains determined to 
think rather of those thinra which are not in it than of those which 
are jn it, although from tha presence of an object the mind is accus- 
.tomed to think chiefly about what is in the object. We may also 
nbserve that as devotion springs from astonishment at a thing we love, 
to “d^Aision” springs from the contempt of a thing we hate or fear, 
mifln “scorn” arises from the contempt of folly, as veneration arises 
from astonishment at wisdom. We may also conceive of love, hope, 
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gloiy, and other emotions being joined to contempt, and thus deduce 
other emotions which also we are not in the habit of itigringniahing b]r 
separate words. 


Pkojosition When the mind contemplates itself and its own 

power of actmg, it ryoices, and it rejoices in proportion to the dis- 
tinctness with which tl imagines itself and its power of action. 

Demonstration. Man has n o know ledge of himself except throogb 
the^odifications of his own body and their ideas (Props. 19 and 23, 
pt. 2) ; whenever, therefore, it ha^>enr that the mind is able to con- 
template itself it is thereby supposed to pass to a greater'perfection, 
Ithat is to say (Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3), it is supposed to be attected with 
joy, and thejoy is great er in proportion to the distinctneiswith which 
itimagines itself and its power of action. — q.e.d. 

Corollary. The mo re a man imagine^^t he is praised by other 
men, the more is this joy strengthened, for the more a man imagmeT 
tEarheis praise d by others, the more does'he imagihe'that hfe affects" 
other s wifi joy a ccompani ed by the idea of himself a s a cause (Note,' 
Prop. 29, pt. 3), and ther efore (P rop. 27, pt. 3) he is a ffe cted wit h 
greater joy accompanied with the idea of himself. — q.e.d. 


Proposition ^^^^he mind endeavors to imagine those things only 
which posit its power of acting. 

Demonstration The effort or power of the mind is the e ssence o f 
J the mind itself (Pm}i. 7, pt. 3 ), but the esse nce of the nuhd, a s is s^- 
evident, affirms only that which the mind is and is able to do, and does 
not affirm that ~wEIch~ the mSiJ"is"not and can nbt~d6, and~ttieretCTre 
the mind endeavorTfo imagine t h ose thmgs o nly which affirm or posit 
its power of acting. — Q e.d. 


Pa^^smoN l^jf/eWhen the mind imagines its awn weakness it neceS' 
sarily sorrows , 
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Demonstration. The essenc e of the mind affirms only tiiat -which 
fte nund is and is abl e to do, or, in other words, it is the nature of 
ihe mind tolmagine those things only which posit its power of acting 
^rop. 54, pt. 3). It we say, tnereiore, that tne mindj ^ile it con- 
templates itself, imagines its own weakn ess, we are merely saying m 
otber words that the effort of the mind to imagine something whidh 
posits its power of acting is restrained, that is to say (Note, Frop. li, 
pt. 3)j^the mind is sad. — ' 

Coroilary. This ^rrow is strengthened in propo rtion m t he mi nd 
imagineS^ that it is bla med by others , "niis is demonstrated in the 
same way as Corol Prop. S3, pt. 3- 
Note. This sorrow, accompanied with the idea of ou r own w eakness, 
is called “humility,” and th e joy which arises from contemplating^ 
ourselves is called “ self-love” or “self-approval.”^ Inasmuch as this 
^y recurs as often as a man contemplates his own virtues or his own 
power of acting, it comes to pass that everyone loves to tell of bis own 
deeds and to display the powers both of his body and mind, and that 
for this reason men become an annoyance to one another. It also 
follows that men are naturally envious (Note, Prop. 24, and Note, 
Prop. 32, pt. 3), that is to say, they rejoice over the weaknesses of 
their equals and sorrow over their strength. For whenever a person 
imagines his own actions he is affected with joy (Prop. 53, pt. 3), and 
his joy is the greater in proportion as he imagines that his actions 
express more perfection, and he imagines them mope distinctly, that 
is to say (by what has been said in Note i. Prop. 40, pt. 2), in pro- 
portion as he is able to distinguish them from others and to contemplate 
them as individual objects. A man’s joy m contemplating himsel f 
will therefore be greatest when he contemplates something in himse lf 
~ wtiich he denies of other people. For if he refers that which he affirms 
of himself to the universal idea of man or of animal nature, he will 
not so much rejoice; on the other hand, he will be sad if be imagines 
that his owm actions, when compared with those of other people, are 
weaker than theirs, and this sorrow he will endeavor to remove (Prop. 
28, pt. 3), either by misinterpreting the actions of his equals or giving 
as great a lustre as possible to his own. It appears, therefore, that 
men are by nature inclined to hatred and envy, and we must add that 
their education assists them in this propensity, for parents are accus- 
t/Hoed to excite their children to follow virtue by the stimulus of honor 
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and envy alone. But an objection perhaps may be raised that we not 
infrequently venerate men and admire their virtues. In order to 
remove this objection I will add the following corollary. 

dordUary. No one envies the virtue of a person who is not his equal. 

Demonstration. Envy is nothing but hatred (Note, Prop. 24, pt. 3), 
that is to say (Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3), sorrow, or, in other words (Note, 
Prop. II, pt. 3), a modification by which the effort of a man or hk 
power of action is restrained. But (Note, Prop. 9, pt. 3) a man neitho: 
endeavors to do nor desires anything except what can follow from his 
given nature, therefore a man will not desire to affirm of himself any 
power of action or, which is the same thing, any virtue which is peculiar 
to another nature and foreign to his own. His desire, therefore, cannot 
be restrained, that is to say (Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3), he cannot feel any 
sorrow because he contemplates a virtue m another person altogether 
unlike himself, and, consequently, he cannot envy that person, but 
will only envy one who is his own equal, and who is supposed to possess 
the same nature. — q.e d. 

Note. Since, therefore, we have said in Note, Prop. 52, pt. 3, that 
we venerate a man because we are astonished at his wisdom and 
bravery, etc., this happens because (as is evident from the proposition 
Kltself ) we imagine that he specially possesses these virtues, and that 
they are not comm OT^o our nature. We therefore envy them no more 
than we envy trees their height or hons their bravery. 


■'Proposition joy, sorrow, and desire, and consequently of every 

emotion which either, like vacillation of mind, is compounded of 
these or, like love, hatred, hope, and fear, is derived from them, there 
are just as many kinds as there are kinds of objects by which we are 
affected. 

Demonstration. Joy and sorrow, and consequently the emotions 
which are compounded of these or derived from them, are passive 
states (Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3). But (Prop, i, pt. 3) we necessarily 
suffer in so far as we have inadequate ideas, and (Prop. 3, pt. 3) only 
in so far as we have them; that is to say (see Note, Prop. 40, pt. 2), 
we necessarily suffer only in so far as we imagine, or (see Prop. 17, 
pt. a, with its Note) in so far as we are affected with an emotion which 
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involves the nature of our body and that of an external bod^. The 
nature, therefore, of eadi passive state must necessarily be explained 
in such a manner that the nature of the object by which we are affected 
is expressed. The joy, for example, which springs from an object A 
involves the nature of that object A, and the joy which springs from 
B involves the natxue of that object B and therefore these two emotions 
of joy are of a different nature because they arise from causes of a differ- 
ent nature. In like manner the emotion of sorrow which arises from one 
object is of a different kind from that which arises from another cause, 
and the same thing is to be understood of love, hatred, hope, fear, 
vacillation of mind, etc., so that there are necessarily just as many 
kinds of joy, sorrow, love, hatred, etc., as there are kinds of objects 
by which we are affected. But desire is the essence itself or nature of 
a person in so far as this nature is conceived from its given constitution 
as determined toward any action (Note, Prop. 9, pt. 3), and, therefore, 
as a person is affected by external causes with this or that kind*of joy, 
sorrow, love, hatred, etc., that is to say, as his nature is constituted 
in this or that way, so must his desire vary and the nature of one 
desire differ from that of another, just as the emotions from which 
each desire arises differ. There are as many kinds of desires, therefore, 
as there are kinds of joy, sorrow, love, etc., and, consequently (as we' 
have just shown ), as there are kinds of objects by which we are affected. 
— Q.E.D. 

Note. Amongst the different kinds of emotions, which (by the 
preceding Prop.) must be very great in number, the most remarkable 
are volupimusness, drunkenness, lust, avarice, and ambition, which are 
nothing but notions of love or desire, which explain the nature of this 
or that emotion through the objects to which they are related. For 
by “voluptuousness,” “drunkenness,” “lust,” “avance,” and “ambi- 
tion” we understand nothing but an immoderate love or desire for 
good living, for drinking, for women, for riches, and for glory. It is to 
be observed that these emotions, in so far as we disting uish them by 
the object alone to which thqr are related, have no contraries. For 
^‘temperance,” “sobriety,” and “chastity,” which we are in the habit 
of opposing to voluptuousness, drunkenness, and lust, are not emotions 
nor passions, but merely indicate the power of the mind which restrains 
these emotions. 

The remaining kinds of emotions I cannot explain here (for they 
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aie as numerous as are the varieties of objects), nor, if 1 could e:q>kin 
them, is it necessary to do so. For it is sufficient for the purpose we 
have in view, the determination, namely, of the strength of the emotions 
and the mind’s power over them, to have a general definition of each 
kind of emlotion. It is sufficient for us, 1 say, to understand the common 
properties of the mind and the emotions so that we may determine 
what and how great is the power of the mind to govern and constrain 
the emotions. Therefore, although there is a great difference between 
this or that emotion of love, of hatred, or of desire — for example, 
between the love toward children and the love toward a wife — it is 
not worth while for us to take cognizance of these differences, or to 
investigate the nature and origin of the emotions any further. 


Proposition emotion of one person differs from the cor- 

responding emotion of another as much as the essence of the one 
person differs from that of the other 

Demonstration. This proposition is evident from Ax. i, following 
Lem. 3, after Note, Prop. 13, pt. 2. Nevertheless, we will demonstrate 
it from the definitions of the three primitive emotions. All emotions 
are relat ed to desire, joy, or sorrow, as the definitions show which we 
have given of those emotions. But desire is the very nature or essence 
of a person (Note,'4’rop. 9, pt. 3) , and therefor e Ihe'deare of one person 
di ffers from the d esire of another as much as the nature or es^ce of 
the one differs from that of the other Again, J oy and sorfd^afe’ 
emotions by which the p>ower of a person or his effort to persevere in 
hi s own bein g is increased or dimin5hed, hel^d, orTimit ed ^Prop- **1 
"pt- 3» with itrNote).^ But by the eJ^t to persevere in his own being, 
in so far as it is relat^ at the ame time to the rhiiid and the 
we und erstand appetite an3~3esireXN'ote,Trop. 9, pt. 3), and therefore 
joy andTsorrow are draire or ap^tFte in so far as the latter is inc reased, 
diminished, Eelped, or limitedT iy external causes, that is to say (Note, 
Prop. 9, pt. 3 ), they are the nat ur e itself of each person. 

The joy or sorro w of one person therefore di ffers from the joy or 
sorrow of another a s much as the nature or essence of one person 
differs from that of the o ther, and consequently the emotion of one 
person diffe rs from the corresponding emotion of another, etc. — Q je J. 
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Nate. Hence it follows that the feelings of animals which aie called 
iizational (for after we have learned the origin of the mind we can in 
no way doubt that brutes feel) differ from human emotions as much 
as the nature of a brute differs from that of a man. Both the man and 
^e horse, for esample, are swayed by the lust to propagate, but the 
horse is swayed by equine lust and the man by that which is human. 
The lusts and appetites of insects, fishes, and birds must vary in the 
same way; and so, although each individual lives contented with its 
own nature and delights in it, nevertheless the life with which it is 
contented and its joy are nothing'but the idea or soul of that individual, 
and so the joy of one differs in character from the joy of the other as 
much as the essence of the one differs from the essence of the other. 
Finally, it follows from*the preceding proposition that the joy by 
which the drunkard is e n slaved is altogether different from the joy 
which is the portion of the philosopher — a thing I wished just to 
hint in passing. So much, therefore, for the emotions which arefelated 
to man in so far as he is passive. It remains that I should say a few 
words ajDout those things which are related to him in so far as he acts. 


PKOFOsmoN JNIHI^Besides the joys and sorrows which are passive, 
there are other emotions of joy and sorrow which are related to vs in 
so far as we act. 

Demonstration. When the mind conceives itself and its own power 
of acting, it is rejoiced (Prop. 53, pt. 3). But the mind necessarily 
' contemplates itself whenever it conceives a true or adeq uate idea 
(j*rop. 43, pt. 2) ;^and as (Note 2, Prop. 40, pt. z ^it does conceive some* 
adequate ideas, it is rejoiced in so far as it conceives them or, in other 
Iwords (P rop, i, pt. 3) , in so far as it acts. Again, the mma, botiim ' 
80 far as it has clear and distinct ideas and m so far as it has confused 

ideas, endeavors to persevere in its own being (Prop. 9, pt. 3). But 
by this effort w e u nderstand ^sire (Note, Prop. 9, pt. 3 ), and therefore 
deare also is r^t^ to us in so far as we think, that is to say (Prop. 
ii pt. 3 ), in so far as we act. — q.e j>. 
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PROFOsmoN '^^^l^^mongst aU the emotions which are rdated to the 
mind in so far as it acts, there are none which are not rdaUd to joy 
or desire. 

Demonstration. All the emotion s are related to desire, j oy, or 
sorrow, as th e defimtioiis we have pven of tV»om show. By sorrow, 
however, we underst^d that t he rnincl^s power of acting is lessened 
or limite d (Prop, ii, pt. 3, and its Note ), and, there fo re, in so far^s 
~the mind suffers sorrow, is its power of thi^ing , that is to say (Prop. 
i» pt- 3)1^ its power of acting, lessened or limited. Therefore no emotions 
of sorrow can be related to the mind in so far as It acts, bu t on^ 
emotions of joy and desire, w hich (by the preceding Prop.) are also 
so far related to th e mind . — q.e.d. 

Note. All the actions which follow from the emotions which are 
related to the mind in so far as it thinks I ascribe to fortitude, which 
I divid^into strength of mind (animositas) and generosity. By “strength 
of mind’’ I mean the desire by which each person endeavors from the 
dictates of reason alone to preserve his own being. By “generosity” 

I mean the desire by which, from the dictates of reason ^one, each 
person endeavors to help other people and to jom them to him in 
friendship. Those actions, therefore, which have for their aim the 
advantage only of the doer I ascribe to strength of mind, whUst those 
which aim at the advantage of others I ascnbe to generosity. Temper- 
ance, therefore, sobriety, and presence of min d in danger are a species 
of strength of mind, while moderation and mercy are a species of 
generosity. 

I have now, I think, explained the principal emotions and vacilla- 
tions of the mind which are compounded of the three primary emotions 
— desire, joy, and sorrow — and have set them forth through their 
first causes. From what has been said it is plain that we are disturbed 
by external causes in a number of ways, and that, like the waves of 
the sea agitated by contrary winds, we fluctuate in our ignorance of 
our future and destiny. I have said, however, that I have only ex- 
plained the principal mental complications, and not aU which may 
exist. For by the same method which we have pursued above it 
would be ea^ to ^ow that love unites itself to repentance, scorn, 
shame, etc.; but I think it has already been made clear to all that the 
emotions can be combined in so many wajrs, and that so many varia- 
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tiuns can arise, that no limits can be assigned to tJieir number. It is 
sufficient for my purpose to have enumerated only those which are cS 
consequence; the rest, of which 1 have taken no notice, being more 
curious than important. There is one constantly recurring character- 
istic of love which I have yet to note: that while we are enjoying the 
thing which we desired the body acquires from that fruition a new 
diq>osition by which it is otherwise determined, and the images of 
other things are excited in it, and the mind begins to imagine and to 
derire other things. For example, when we imagine anything which 
usually delights our taste, we desire to enjoy it by eating it. But 
whilst we enjoy it the stomach becomes full, and the constitution of 
the body becomes altered. If, therefore, the body being now other- 
wise disposed, the image of the food, in consequence of its being present, 
and therefore also the effort or desire to eat it, become more intense, 
then this new disposition of the body will oppose this effort or desire, 
and consequently the presence of the food which we desired will 
become hateful to us, and this hatefulness is what we call “loathing” 
or “disgust.” As for the external modifications of the body which are 
observed in the emotions, such as trembling, paleness, sobbing, 
laughter, and the like, I have neglected to notice them because they 
belong to the body alone without any relation^ip to the mind. A 
f^w thjngs remain to be said about the definitions of the emotions, 
and I will therefore here repeat the definitions in order, appending to 
them what is necessary to be observed in each. 


DEFINITIONS OF THE EMOTIONS 

yj/ ^esire is the essence itself of man in so far as it is c cmceived 
as determined to any action by any one of his modi ficat ions. 

Explanahon. We have said above, iiilhe Note of Prop, g, pt. 3, 
that desire is appetite which is self-consdous, and that appetite is the 


essence it self of man m so far as jt is determmed to such acts as con- 
tnbute to his preservafiom JBut in the same note I have taken care 
to remark that in truth I cannot recognize any difference between 


human appetite and desire. For whether a man be cdnsaous of his 


wpetite or not, it remams one and the same appetite, andTso, lest I 


: not explained desire by 


appetite, but have tried to give such a definitio n of desire as woul d 
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inclade all the efforts of human nature to which we give the namft of 
appetite, desire, will, or impulse . Fori might have said that deare 
is the essence itself of man in so far as it is considered as detemuned 
to any action; but from this definition it would not follow (Prop. 3 $, 
pt. 2) that the mind could be conscious of its desire or appetite, and 
therefore, in order that I might include the cause of this consciousness, 
it was necessary (by the same proposition) to add the words, in so far 
as iiis conceived as determined to any action by any one of his modifica- 
tions. For by a modification of the human essence we understand 
any constitution of that essence, whether it be innate, whether it be 
conceived through the attribute of thought alone or of extension alone, 
or whether it be related to both. By the word “desire,” therefore, I 
understand all the efforts, impulses, appetites, and volitions of a man, 
which vary according to his changing disposition, and not infrequently 
are so opposed to one another that he is drawn hither and thither, 
and kndws not whither he ought to turn. 

^^^oy is man’s passage from a less to a greater perfection^ 
J-IJ ^'orrow man’T passage from a gr^ter ~t^ a less perfection. 

Explanation. I say passage, for joy is not perfection itself. If a 
man were bom with the perfection to which he passes, he would 
possess it without the emotion of joy — a truth which will appear the 
more clearly from the emotion of sorrow, which is the opposite to j’oy. 
For that sorrow consists m the passage to a less perfection, but not 
in the less perfectWin itself, no one can deny, since in so far as a man 
shares any perfection he cannot be sad. Nor can we say that sorrow 
consists in the privation of a greater perfection, for privation is nothing. 
But the emotion of sorrow is a reality, and it therefore must be the 
reality of the passage to a lesser perfection, or the reality by which 
man’s power of acting is diminished or limited (Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3). 
As for the definitions of cheerfulness, pleasurable excitement, mel- 
ancholy, and grief, I pass these by because they are related rather to 
the body than to the mind, and are merely different kinds of joy or 


of sorrow. 

.^fi^stonishment is the imagination of an object in which the mind 
remains fixed because this particular imagination has no connecnon 
'with others. ’ 


Explanation. In the Note of Prop. 18, pt. 2, we have shown that 
that which causes the mind from the contemplation of one thing 



TBS, EIHICS 


176 

immediately to pass to the thought of another is that the images of 
these things are connected one with the other, and are so arranged 
that the one follows the other — a process which cannot be conceived 
when the image of the thing is new, for the mmd will be held in the 
contemplation of the same object until other causes determine it to 
think of other things. The imagination, therefore, considered in itself, 
of a new object is of the same character as other imaginations; and 
for this reason I do not class astonishment among the emotions nor 
do 1 see any reason why I should do it, since this abstraction of 4 he 
mind arises from no positive cause by which it is abstracted from other 
things, but merely from the absence of any cause by which from the 
contemplation of one thmg the mind is determined to think other 
things. I acknowledge, therefore (as I have shown in Note, Prop, ir, 
pt. 3), only three primitive or primary emotions — those of joy, 
sorrow, and desire, and the only reason which has mduced me to 
speak of astonishment is that it has been the custom to giVe other 
names to certain emotions derived from the three primitives when- 
ever these emotions are related to objects at which we are astonished. 
This same reason also induces me to add the definition of contempt. 
rn^ y^on iempl is the imagination of an object which so litt le to uches 
the m ind that the mind is mov^l^ the presence o1 the object to 
jmagm e those qualities which ar e not in it rather than those winch 
are in it . ~(See Note", Prop 52, ^t 3 ) 

The definitions of veneration and scorn I pass by here because they 
give a name, so far as I know, to none of the emotions. 

is joy with the accompanying id ea of^m external cause. 

Explanalion. This defi nition e^lauis with sufficient clearness the 
essence o f love, that which is given by some authors who define love 
to be the will of lover to unite himself to the beloved object, 
expressing not the essenc e of lov e but one o f its properties, and in as 
much as these aut hors have not seen with sufficient clearness what is 
the essence o f love, they could noFhave a distinct conception of its' 
prope rtiesT^^ consequently” tKeir defini^n Jfias by everybo dy be m 
bought very obscure. I must observe, howeve r, when 1 say that it 
js a properly in a lover to will a union with the beloved qbjectj that 
I do n ot imiderstand by will a consent or deliberation or a free decree 
of the mSid Tfor that this is a fiction weTiave demonstrated in Prop. 
48, pt. a), nor even a de^ of the lover to unite himself with the 
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beloved object when it i s abs ent, nor a desire to continue in its presence 
when it is present, for love can be conceived without either one or the 


other of these desires; but by will I mderstand the sa tisfaction that 
the beloved object produces in the lover by its presence by virtue of 




ca 



m 


Explanation. What is to be observed here will easily be seen from 
what has been said in the explanation of the precedmg definition. 
(See, moreover, Note, Prop. 13, pt. 3.) 

\^JS<^^inaiion (propensio) is j oy with the accompanying idea of 
some object as being accidentally the cause of the joy. 

is sorrow with tte accompanyi ng ide a of some ob j'ect 
which is accidentally the ca us e the sorrow. (See Note, Prop. 15, 
pt-3) ' 

V is love toward an object which astonishes us. 
Explanation. That astonishment arises from the novelty of the 
[ect we have shown in Prop 52, pt 3. If, therefore, it should happen 


t we often imagine the object at which we are astonished, we shall 


ence we see that the emotion of 


devotion easily degenerates into simple love. 


erision is joy arismg from the imagination that somet hing we 
ddspise is present in a n obj'ect we hate. 

Explanation. In, so far as we despise a thing we hate do we deny 
its existence (Note, Prop. 52, pt 3), and so far (Prop. 20, pt. 3) do we 
rej'oice. But masmuch as we suppose that a man hales what he 
ridicules, it follows that this j'oy is not solid (See Note, Prop 47, pt. 3.) 

is a joy not constant, arismg from the idea of something 
future or past, about the issue of which we sometimes doubt. 




thing future or past, about the issue of which we sometimes doubt. 


(See Note 2, Prop. 18, pt 3 j 

Explanation. Fro m these definitions it follows that there is no hope 
without fear nor fear withoutTiope, for th’e’per^n'who wavers in hope 
doub ts concern ing th e issue of anythin g is supposed to imagine 
so mething which may ex clude its e xistence , and so far, therefore, to be 
sad (Prop. 19, pt. 3), and consequently, while he wavers in hope, to 


ould not 
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who fears, t hat i s to say, who doubts whether what he hates will no t 
come to pass, images romethi ng which excludes the existence of 
~ wta.t~te H i tes, and therefore (Prop. 20, pt. 3) is rejoic^ , and con -" 
sequently so far hopes that if will not happ en. 

l^p k'Conjidenct is jo y arising from the i dea of a past o r future 
objec t from which cause for doubting is removed. 

~I is sorro w msm^froni the idea of a past_or_ future 

object from which cause for doub ting is removed. 

Explanation. Confidence, tEererore,~sprmKS from hope _and de^ir 
from fear, whe never the reason for doubtmg the issue is taken away 
— a case which occurs either because welmagme a thmg past or future 
to be present and contemplate it as present, or because we imagine 
other things which exclude the existence of those which made us to 
doubt. 

For although we can never be sure about the issue of individual 
objects (Corol. Prop. 31, pt. 2), it may nevertheless happen that we 
do not doubt it For elsewhere we have shown (Note, Prop 49, pt. 2) 
that it is one thing not to doubt and another to* possess certitude, 
and so it may happen that from the image of an object either past or 
future we are affected with the same emotion of joy or sorrow as that 
by which we should be affected from the image of an object present, 
as we have demonstrated in Prop. 18, pt. 3, to which, together with 
the note, the reader is referred 

igaudium ) is joy with the accompanying idea o f 
something past which, unhoped for, has happened. 


Remorse is sorrow with the accompa nymg idea of sometWng^ 
past which, unhoped for, has happened. 


(Note, Prop. 22, and Note, Prop. 27, pt 3). 

Explanation. Between commiseration a nd compassion th ere seems 
to be no difference, except perhaps that commiseration refers rather_ 
to an individual emotion and comj>assion*tcrit^ a habit. 

Stw is love foirard those who'EaveBenefit^ others. 


Indignation is hatred toward those who have injured others. 


X^IJit^ommtseraiwn is sorrow with the accompan3dng idea of eyjl^ 
which has happened to some one whom we imagine like ourselves 


ut mv o 


words but the nature of things, and to indicate 
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Repentance is sorrow accompanied with the idea of some - 
thing done which we believe has been done by a free decree of our^ 
mind . 

Explanation We have shown what are the causes of these emotions 
in Note, Prop. 51, pt. 3; Props. 53 and 54, pt. 3; and Prop. SS. Pt- 3 t 
together with its Note. With regard to a free decree of the mind, see 
Note, Prop. 35, pt. 2. Here, however, I must observe that it is not 
to be wondered at that sorrow should always follow all those actions 
which are from custom called wicked, and that joy should follow those 
which are called good. But that this is chiefly the effect of education 
will be evident from what we have before said. Parents, by reprobat- 
ing what are called bad actions, and frequently blammg their children 
whenever they commit them, while they persuade them to what are 
called good actions, and praise their children when they perform them, 
have caused the emotions of sorrow to connect themselves with the 
former, and those of joy with the latter Experience proves diis, for 
custom and religion are not the same everywhere; but, on the contrary, 
things which are sacred to some are profane to others, and what are 
honorable with some are disgraceful with others. Education alone, 
therefore, will determine whether a man will repent of any deed or 
boast of It 

Pride is thinking too much of ourselves, through self-love. 

Explanation. Pride differs, ther efore, from overestimation, inas- 
much as t he latter is relate d to an external object, pride t o the 
man himselt who thinks of himself too highly. As overestimation, 
therefore, is an effect or property of love, so pride is an effect or prop- 
erty of self-love, and it may therefore be defined as love of ourselves 
or self-satisfaction, in so far as it affects us so that we think too highly 
of ourselves. (See Note, Prop. 26, pt. 3.) 

To this emotion a contrary does not exist, for no one, through 
hatred of himself, thinks too little of himself, indeed, we may say 
that no one thinks too little of himself, in so far as he imagines himself 
unable to do this or that thmg. For whatever he imagines that he 
cannot do, that thing he necessarily imagines, and by his imagination 
is so disposed that he is actually incapable of doing what he imagines 
he cannot do. So long, therefore, as he imagines himself unable to do 
this or that thing, so long is he not determined to do it, and, conse- 
quently, so long it is impossible for him to do it. If, however, we pay 
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attention to what depends upon opinion alone, we shall be able to 
conceive it possible for a man to think too little of himself, for it may 
happen that while he sorrowfully contemplates his own weakness he 
will imagine himself despised by everybody, although nothing could 
be further from their thoughts than to despise hun. A man may also 
think too little of himself if in the present he denies something of him- 
self in relation to a future time of which he is not sure, for example, 
when he denies that he can conceive of nothing with certitude, and 
that he can desire and do nothing which is not wicked and base. We 
may also say that a man thinks too little of himself when we see that, 
from an excess of fear or shame, he does not dare to do what others 
who are his equals dare to do. This emotion, to which I will give the 
name of “despondency,” may therefore be opposed to pride; for as 
self-satisfaction springs from pnde, so despondency springs from 
humility, and it may therefore be defined thus; 

Despondency is thinkmg too little of ourselves through 
sorrow. ' 

Explanation. We are, nevertheless, often in the habit of opposing 
humility to pnde, but only when we attend to their emotions rather 
than to their nature. For we are accustomed to call a man proud 
who boasts too much (Note, Prop 30, pt 3), who talks about nothing 
but his own virtues and other people’s vices, who wishes to be pre- 
ferred to everybody else, and who marches along with that stateliness 
and pomp which belong to others whose position is far above his. 
On the other hand, we call a man humble who often blushes, who 
confesses his own faults and talks about the virtues of others, who 
yields to every one, who walks with bended head, and who neglects 
to adorn himseK. These emotions — humility and despondency — are 
very rare, for human nature, considered in itself, struggles against 
them as much as it can (Props 13 and 54, pt 3), and hence those who 
have the most credit for being abject and humble are generally the 
most ambitious and envious. 

'X^^ ^df-exallatton is joy with the accomp anyin g idea of some 
action we have done which we imagine people praise. 
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and modesty. Shame is sorrow which follows a deed of which we are 
ashamed. Modesty is the dread or fear of shame which keeps a man 
from committing any disgraceful act. To modesty is usually opposed 
impudence, which indeed is not an emotion, as I shall show in the 
proper place; but the names of emotions, as I have already said, are 
matters rather of custom than indications of the nature of the emotions. 

I have thus discharged the task which I set myself of explaimng the 
emotions of joy and sorrow. I will advance now to those which I 
ascnbe to desire. 

%^i^. _ Reirei is the desire or longing to possess something, the 
emotion bein g strengthened by t he me mory of the object itself, and at 
the same time being restrained by the memory of other things which 
Mclude the existence of the desired object. 

&planalion Whenever we recollect a tiling, as we have often said, 
we are thereby necessarily disposed to contemplate it with the same 
emotion as if it were present before us. But this disposition'br effort, 
w hi le we are awake, is generally restrained by the images of things 
which exclude the existence of the thing which we recollect. Whenever, 
therefore, we recollect a thing which affects us with any kind of joy, 
we thereby endeavor to contemplate it with the same emotion of joy 
as if it were present — an attempt which is, however, immediately 
restrained by the memory of that which excludes the existence of the 
thing. Regret, therefore, is really a sorrow which is opposed to the 
joy which arises from the absence of what we hate. (See Note, Prop. 
47> Pt- 3-) But because the name “regret” seems to coimect this 
emotion with desire, I therefore ascribe it to desire. 

Emulalion is the desire which is begotten in us of a things 
because we im agneTEat otSef persims have the same desire. 

Explanalion. He who seeks flight because others seek it, he who 
fears because he sees others fear, or even he who withdraws his hand 
and moves his body as if his hand were burning because he sees that 
another person has burned his hand, such as these, I say, although 
they may indeed imitate the emotion of another, are not said to 
emulate it; not because we have recognized one cause for emulation 
and another for imitation, but because it has been the custom to call 
that man only emulous who imitates what we think noble, useful, or 
pleasant. With regard to the cause of emulation, see also Prop. 27, 
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pt. 3, with the Note. For the reason why envy is generally connected 
with this emotion, see Prop. 32, pt. 3, with its Note. 

X 3 DpV'. Thankfulness or gratitude is the desire or endeavor of lo ve 
with ^ich we strive to do good to others who, from a similar emotion 


of love, have done good to us (Prop. 39, with Note, Prop. 41, pt. 3). 


Benevolen ce is the desir e to do good to those whom we nitv 
(NotVFroP- 27. pt. 3 )- 

Anger is the desire by which we are impelled, through 
h atred , to injure thosejvlmin_we (Prop. 39, pt. 3). 

Veneeance is the desire which, sorineine from mutual 
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tortures him, so that he does not know which of the two evils to avoid. 
See Note, Prop. 39, and Note, Prop. 52, pt. 3. With regard to pusil- 
lanimity and audacity, see Note, Prop. 51, pt. 3. 

3 BL]Hr ^o«r/ery or moderation is the desire of doing those things 
which please men and omit ting those whic h d isplease theim 
Anibitton is the immoderate desire of glo ry. 

Explanation, Ambition is a desire which increases and strengthens 
all the emotions (Props. 27 and 31, pt 3), and that is the reason why 
it can hardly be kept under control. For so long as a man is possessed 
by any desire, he is necessarily at the same time possessed by this. 
“Every noble man,” says Cicero, “is led by glory, and even the phil- 
osophers who write books about despising glory place their names on 
the title page.” 

y^L^f^uxtifiomness is the immoderate desire or love of good livingj^ 
Drunkenness is the immoderate desire and love of drinking. 

Avarice is the immodCTate d esire a nd love of ricifes. 

X^VHI. Lust is the immodera te des ire and love o f sexual inter- 


course. 

Explanation This desire of sexual intercourse is usually called 
lust, whether it be held within boimds or not. I may add that the 
five last-mentioned emotions (as we have diown m Note, Prop. 56, 
pt. 3) have no contraries, for moderation is a kind of ambition (see 
Note, Prop 29, pt. 3), and I have already observed that temperance, 
sobriety, and chastity show a power and not a passion of the mind. 
Even supposing that an avaricious, ambitious, or timid man refrains 
from an excess of eating, drinking, or sexual intercourse, avarice, 
ambition, and fear are not therefore the opposites of voluptuousness, 
drunkenness, or lust. For the avaricious man generally desires to 
swallow as much meat and drink as he can, provided only it belong 
' to another person. The ambitious man, too, if he hopes he can keep 
it a secret, will restrain himself in nothing and, if he hves amongst 
drunkards and liberlmes, will be more inclined to their vices just 
because he is ambitious. The timid man, too, does what he does not 
will; and although, in order to avoid death, he may throw his riches 
mto the sea, he remains avaricious, nor does the lascivious man cease 
to be lascivious because he is sorry that he cannot gratify his desire. 
Absolutely, therefore, these emotions have reference not so much to 
the acts themselves of eatmg and drinking as to the appetite and love 
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itself. Consequently, nothing can be opposed to these emotions but 
nobility of soul and strength of mind, as we shall see afterwards. 

The definitions of jealousy and the other vacillations of the mind I 
pass over in silence, both because they are compounded of the emotions 
whidi we have already defined, and also because many of them have 
no names — a fact which shows that, for the purposes of life, it is 
sufficient to know these combmations generally. Moreover, it follows 
from the definitions of the emotions which we have explained that 
they all arise from desire, joy, or sorrow, or rather that there are none 
but these three, which pass under names varying as their relations 
and external signs vary If, therefore, we attend to these primitive 
emotions and to what has been said above about the nature of the 
mind, we shall be able here to define the emotions in so far as they 
are related to the mmd alone. 

General deJinUton of Ute emotions Emot ion whic h is called animi 
pathema iS a confused idea by which the mmd affirms of its body, or 
any part of it, a greater or less pow er of eKistence~than before; an 3 
"tliis increase of power being given, the mind itself is determined to 
one parti cular tho ught rather tha n to another . 

~~Explm(Uwn. I say, in the first placed that an emotion or passion 
of t^ mind is a confu sed idea For we have shown (Prop 3, pt. 3) 
that the mind suffers only in so far as it has inadequate or confused 
ideas 1 say again, hy which the mind c^ms of its bo d y, or a ny p art 
oj it, a greater or less power of existence than before. For all ideas which 
we possess of bodies indicate the actual constituti on o f our body 
rat her tiian the nature of the external bo^ (CoroT 2, Prop 16, pt. 2); 
but this idea which const itutes the reality of an emotion must indicate 
or express the constitution of the body or oFsome part "or ft, which 
constitution the body or any part of It’posscsscs from the fact that 
its power of actio n or force of_existence is increased or diminished, 
helped or limite d. But it is to be observed that when I say “a greater 
or less power of existence than before,” T do not mean that the mind 
compares 3 ie present with the past constitution of the body, but tlnit 
the idea which constitutes the reality of an emotion affirms something 
of_the body which actually involves more or less reality Than brfoie. 
Moreover, since the essence of the mmd (Props, ii and 13, pt. 2) 
consis ts inlts a ffirmation of the actual existence of its body, and since 
" we underst and by perfection the essence itself of the thuig,lt follows 
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that the mind passes to a gre ater or perfection when it is able to 
ttffim nf its body, or some part of it, some^mg w£i(£”involves a 
greater or less reality thM before.~^^nijherefore, I have said that 
Ae mind’s po wer of thou ght is incre ased or dimu^ed, I have wished 
to be understood as meaning nothing else than that Ihe mind has 
form^ an idea of its body, or some part of its body, which expresses 
m ore or less reality than it had hitherto affirmed of the body. For 
the value of ideas and the actual power of thought are measured by 
the value of the object. Finally, I added, “which bemg given, the 
mind it»lf is determined to one particular thought rather than to 
anothe r,” that I might also express the na tu re of desire in ad dition 
to thafof joy and so r row, whlS is expla ined by the first part of the 
definition. 



PART FOUR 


Of Human Bondage; or of the Strength 
of the Emotions . 

PREFACE 

Th e impotence of man to govern or restrain the emotions I call 
pondage, for a man who is un der their control is not his own master, 
but IS ma stered by fortune, in whose power he is. so that he is often 
Torced to^lollow the worse, althou gh he sees the better before him. 
fpropose m this part to demonstrate why this is, and also to show 
what of good and evil the emotions possess. But before I begin I 
should li/fe to say a few words about perfection and imperfection, 
and about good and evil If a man ha s proposed to do a thing and 
has accomplished it, he calls itperfect, and not only he, but every one 
else who hasreally knoivn or has behev ed that he has known the mind 
and intention of the author of that work will call it p e rfect~t6a ' "For 
example, having seen some work (which I suppose to be as yet not 
finished), if we know that the intention of the author of that work is 
to build a house, we shall call the house imperfect, while, on the other 
hand, we shall call at perfect as soon as we see the work has been 
brought to the end which the author had determined for it. But if we 
see any work such as we have never seen before, and if we do not know 
the mind of the workman, we shall then not be able to say whether 
the w'ork is perfect or imperfect.* This seems to have been the first 
signification of these words, but afterwards men began to form uni- 
versal ideas — to thmk out for themselves types of houses, buildings, 
castles, and to prefer some types of things to others, and so it happened 
that each person called a thing perfect which seemed to agree with 
the universal idea which he had formed of that thing, and, on the 
* A translation cannot show the etymology of the word perfeU as it is shown in 
the original Latm, so that this passage may perhaps seem rather obscure It is 
only necessary, however, to bear m mind that “perfect” and “accomplished,” are 
expressible by the same word in Latin, and that “accomplish” is the pnmaty 
meaning of perjicere [complete]. — Tr. 
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other hand, he called a thing imperfect which seemed to agree less 
with his typal conception, although, according to the intention of the 
workman, it had been entirely completed. This appears to be the only 
reason why the words “perfect” and “imperfect” are commonly 
applied to natural objects which are not made with human hands; 
for men are in the habit of forming, both of natural as well as of arti- 
ficial objects, universal ideas which they regard as tjrpes of things, 
and which they think Nature has m view, setting them before herself 
as types, too; it being the common opinion that she does nothing 
except for the sake of some end. When, therefore, men see something 
done by Nature which does not altogether answer to that typal con- 
ception which they have of the thing, they think that Nature herself 
has failed or committed an error, and that she has left the thing im- 
perfect Thus we sec that the custom of appljong the words “perfect” 
and "imperfect” to natural objects has arisen rather from prejudice 
than from true knowledge of them. For we have shown in the Appendix 
to the First Part of this work that Nature does nothing for the sake 
of an end, for that eternal and infinite Being whom we call God or 
Nature acts by the same necessity by which He exists; for we have 
shown that He acts by the same necessity of Nature as that by which 
He exists (Prop. i6, pt. i) The reason or cause, therefore, why God 
or Nature acts and the reason why He exists are one and the same. 
Since, therefore, He exists for no end, He acts for no end; and since 
He has no principle or end of existence. He has no prmciple or end of 
action. A final cause, as it is called, is nothing, therefore, but human 
desire, in so far as this is considered as the prmciple or primary cause 
of anything. For example, w'hen we say that the having a house to 
live in was the final cause of this or that house, we merely mean that 
a man, because he imagmed the advantages of a domestic life, desired 
to build a house. Therefore, havmg a house to live in, in so far as it 
is considered as a final cause, is merely this particular desire, which is 
really an efficient cause, and is considered as primary because men 
are usually ignorant of the causes of their desires, for, as I have often 
said, we arc conscious of our actions and desires, but ignorant of the 
causes by which we are determined to desire anything. As for the 
vulgar opinion that Nature sometimes fails or commits an error, or 
produces imperfect things, I class it amongst those fictions mentioned 
in the Appendix to the First Part. 
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Perfection, therefore, and imperfection are really only modes of 
thought, that is to say, notions which we are in the habit of forming 
from the comparison with one another of individuals of the same 
species or genus, and this is the reason why I have said, in Def . 6 , pt. 3, 
that by reality and perfection I understand the same thing; for we 
are in the habit of referring all individuals in Nature to one genus 
which is called the most general, that is to say, to the notion of being, 
which embraces absolutely all the individual objects in Nature. In so 
far, therefore, as we refer the individual objects in Nature to this 
genus and compare them one with another, and discover that some 
possess more being or reality than others, in so far do we call some 
more perfect than others; and in so far as we assign to the latter any- 
thing which, like limitation, termination, impotence, etc., involves 
negation, shall we call them imperfect because they do not affect our 
minds so strongly as those we call perfect, but not because anything 
which reSUy belongs to them is wanting, or because Nature has com- 
mitted an error. For nothing belongs to the nature of an3rthing 
except that which follows from the necessity of the nature of the 
efficient cause, and whatever follows from the necessity of the nature 
of the efficient cause necessarily happens. 

With regard to good and evil, these te rms indicate nothing positive 
in fl ii n^ considered in themselves, nor are th^ ~anythlng else than 
"mod^ of tho ught, or notions which ^e form frW the coropariibDr ol 
one tffing with another. For one and the same thing may at the sam e 
ti me be both good and evi l or indifferent . Music, for example, is good 
to a melancholy person, bad to one mourning, while to a deaf man it 
is neither good nor bad. But a lthough things ar e so, w e must r etain 
th ese words. For since we desire to form for ourselves a n idea of mafl 
upon which we may look as a model of human nature, it will be of 
sennVe in ns tn retain the^ expr essions in the sense I have men tioned . 
By “good,” therefore, I understand in the following pages every&ing 
which we are c ertain is a means by which we may approach neare r 
and nearer to the model of human nature we set before u s By “ev^” 
on the contrary, I understand everything which we are certain hindSi 
us from r eaching that model. Again, I tiiall call men more or less 
p^ect or imperfect in so far as they approach more or le ss nearly to 
this same mode l. For it is to be carefully observed that when I say 
that an individual passes from a less to a greater perfection and vice 








TETE ETHICS 


versa, I do not understand that from one essence or form he is changed 
into another (for a horse, for instance, would be as much destroyed if 
it were changed into a man as if it were changed into an insect), but 
rather we conceive that his power of action, in so far as it is under- 
stood by his own nature, is increased or diminished. 

“perfection” generally, I understand as I have said, reality, that is to 


say, the essence of any object in so far as it exists and a c ts in a certain 


manner, no rega rd b eing paid to its durati on. For no ip HiviHnal thing 
can be said to lie* more pe rfect b e cause f or a longer time it has per- 
jever ed in existence; inasmuch as the duration of things cannot be 
deteinuned by tiieir essence, the essence of things involving no fixed 
or deter mined period of e asten c e; any o bject , whether it be more or 
less pe rfect) alwa)rs being able to perseve re in existence with the same 
force as that with which it commenced existence. All tlungs, therefore. 


are equal in this respect. 


DEFINITIONS 



good, I tmderstand that which we certainly know is useful 
to us . , ^ 

JJi/By evil, on the contrary, I understand that which we certain!; 






whil st we attend to tneir essence alo ne, which necessarily 
eir existence or which necessarily excludes it. 


ese individual things possible, m so far as we a re ignorant, 
whilst we atten d to the causes from whic h they mu st be produced , 
whether the se causes are dete r mined to the pro d ucti o n of these thi ngs 
In Note I, Prop. 33, pt. i, I made no difference between possible and 
contingent because there was no occasion there to distinguish them 
accur^ely. 

V/By contrary emotions I understand in the following pages those 


which, although they may be of the same kind, draw a man in different 


uousness and avarice, which are both a 


ies of love, and are not contrary to one another by nature, but 


only by accident. 
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:(}/tVhat I tmderstand by emotion felt toward a thing future, 
present, and past, I have explained in Notes i and 2, Prop. 18, pt. 3, 
to which the reader is referred. 

Here, however, it is to be observed that it is the same with time as 
it is with place; for as beyond a certain limit, wb ran for m no HiatiTirt 
imagination of distance, that is to savTas we usually imaprint* all 
objects to be equally distant fro m us, and as if they were on the same 
plane, if their distance from us exceeds 200 feet, or if their distance 
from the position w e occupy is greater than we can dis tinctly imagine 
— so we imagine alt objects to be equally distan t from th e presen t 
time, and refer them as if t o one moment, if the perio d to w hich the ir 
existence belongs is separated from the present by^ a longer inte rval 
than we can usuall y uha^e distmctly^ 

Vp> ^y end for the sake of whic h we do anything, I understan d 
appetite . 

Vlll.*By virtue and power I tmderstand the same thi^, that is to 
say (Prop. 7, pt. 3), virtue, in s o far is it js related to man, is the 
essence itself or nature of t he man in s o far as it has the power of 
efiectmg certanTthmgs wh idi can be u nderstood thr oii^lS e Iato oI 
its nature alone. 




There is no in di vidual thing i n Natur e which is not surpassed in 
s faength and power by some other thing, but any individual th^g 
b eing given, another and a stronger is also given 'by wEch fhe Tdi^nhr 
can be destroy^. 


PROPOSITIONS 

Vvivosaiot^^^^olhing positive contained in a false idea is removed by 
the presence of the true in so far as it is true. 


Demonstration. Falsity consists in nothing but the privation of 
knowledge which inadequate ideas involve (Prop. 35, pt. 2), nor do 
th^ possess an}^ing positive on account of which they are called 
false (Prop. 33, pt. 2); on the contrary, in so far as they are related 
to God, thqr are true (Prop. 32, pt 2). If, therefore, anything positive 
contained in a false idea were removed by the presence of the true in 
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SO far as it is true, a true idea would be removed by itself, which 
(Prop. 4, pt. 3) is absurd. Nothing positive, therefore, etc. — q.e jd. 

Note. This proposition can be understood more clearly from Corol. 
2, Prop. 16, pt. 2. For an imagination is an idea which indicates the 
present constitution of the human body rather than the nature of an 
external body, not indeed distinctly but confusedly, so that the mind 
is said to err. For example, when we look at the sun, we imagine his 
distance from us to be about 200 feet, and in this we are deceived so 
long as we remain in ignorance of the true distance. When this is 
known, the error is removed, but not the imagination, that is to say, 
the idea of the sun which manifests his nature in so far only as the 
body is affected by him; so that, although we know his true distance, 
we nevertheless imagine him close to us. For, as we have shown in 
Note, Prop. 35, pt. 2, it is not because we are ignorant of the sun’s 
true distance that we imagine him to be so close to us, but because 
the mind conceives the magnitude of the sun just in so far as flie body 
is affected by him. So when the rays of the sun falling upon a surface 
of water are reflected to our eyes, we imagine him to be in the water, 
although his true place is known to us. So with the other imagiaations 
by which the mind is deceived, whether they indicate the natural con- 
stitution of the body or an increase or diminution in its power of 
action, they are not opposed to the truth, nor do they disappear with 
the presence of the truth. We know that, when we groundlessly fear 
any evil, the fear vanishes when we hear correct intelligence; but we 
also know, on the other hand, that, when we fear an evil which will 
actually come upon us, the fear vanishes when we hear false intelli- 
gence, so that the imaginations do not disappear with the presence of 
the truth, in so far as it is true, but because other imaginations arise 
which are stronger and which exclude the present existence of the 
objects we imagine, as we have shown in Prop. 17, pt. 2. 


pROposiTiQijjJEfr ^ e iuffer in so far as we are a part of Nature, which 
part cannot be conceived by itself nor without the other parts. 

Demonstration. We are said to suffer when anything occurs in us of 
which we are only the" partial cause (Def. 2, pt. 3), that is to say (Def. 
pt- 3)> anything which cannot be deduced from ^elaws of o& own 
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mtoe^ne; we suffer, therefore, in so far as we are a part of Nature . 
'wmcD part cajmot be conceived by itself nor without the other parts. 


PEOPOSiTiqjj^ittr^A« force by whtch man perseveres in exisience is 
limited, and injinilely surpassed by ike power of external causes. 

Demonstration. This is evident from the Axiom, pt. 4. For any 
man being given, there is given something else — for example, A — 
more powerful than he is, and A being given, there is again given 
something, B, more powerful than A, and so on ad infinitum. Hence 
the power of man is limited by the power of some other object, and 
is infinitely surpassed by the power of external causes. — q.e.d. 

P&OPOsmoN^il^^if is impossible (hat a man should not be a part of 
Nature, and that he should suffer no changes but those which can be 
understood through hts own nature alone, and of whtch he is the 
adequate cause. 

Demonstration. The power by which individual things and con- 
sequently man prese rve then bein g is the actual power of God or 
""Nature (Corol Prep. 24, pt. r) , not in so far as it is infinite, but in so 
far as it can be man ifested by the ac tual essence of man (Prop. 7, pt. 3). 
The power therefore of man , in so far as it is manifested by his a cttial 
essence, is part of the infinite power o f God o r Nat ure, th^t is to say 
(Prop. 34, pt. i), part of His essence. This was the first thong to be 
proved. Again, if ot were po ssible that man could s u ffer no changes 
but those which can be understood through his nature alone, it would 
follow (P rops. 4 and 6, pt 3) that he could not perish, but that he 
would exist for ever necessarily, a.od thi s necessary exist ence must 
r esult from a c ause whose power is either finite o rTnSiute, that is to 
say, either from the power of man a lone, which would be able to place 
at a distance from himse lf all otber Hianges which coulcT take tEeir 
origin from external caus^, or it must result fr om the infinite powe r 
of Nature by which all in dividual things would be so directed tha t 
man could suffer no changes but those tep Hinp; to pp»yrvatinn. 
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But the first case (by the preceding proposition whose demonstration 
u universaTaiid capable of application to all individual objects^ is 
absurd; therefor e if it were possible for a man to suffer no changes 
but those which could be understood througb'his own nature alone, 
and consequently (as we have shown) that he should always neces- 
raiily exist, thi^ must follow from the mfinite power of God; and, 
^erefore, (Frop. i6, pt. i) from the necessit^oTlh^dlyi ne nature, 
in w far as it is considered as affected by the idea of any one man, 
the whole order of I^ati 5 e 7 in so far as ini^onceiwJunde r th e attrib- 
utes of thought and extension, would have to be deduced. From 
this it would foTfowTProp. 21, pt. i) that man would be i nfinite, wh ich 
(by the first part of this demonstration) is an absurdity. It is impos- 
sible, therefore, that a man can suffer no change s buT those of which 
te is the ~adequate cause. — q.e.d. 

Corollary, jje ncelt loll ows that a man is n ecessarily alway s subje ct 
to pa ssions, and that he follows an? obeys the co mmo n flrder o f 
yatureTaccommodating himself to it as far a s t he nat ure o f thing s 
requires . 


PROPOSiTio^;^^^^?^e force and increase of any passion and its per- 
severance in existence are not limited by the power by which we 
endeavor to persevere in existence, but by the power of an external 
cause compared with our own pcnvet. 

Demonstration. TTie essence of a passion cannot be explained by 
our e ssence alone (fiets. i and 2. Pt. x) , that is to say (Pron. 7. nt. 
'the potrer or a passion cannot be limited by the power by which we 
endeav or to persevere in our being, but (as has been shown in Prop. 
16, pt. 2 ) must necessarily be limited by the power of an exteriml 
cause compared with our own power . — Q.E.Dr 

PROVOsmotfJj^lft^he other actions or power of a man may he so far 
surpassed by force of some passion or emotion that the emotion may 
obstinately ding to him. 

Demonstration. The force and increase of any passion and its per- 
Jlverance in existmce are limited by the power of an external cause 
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compared with our ovm power (Prop, g, pt. 4) , and therefore (Prop. 3, 
pt. 4) may surpass the powerof man. — q.e.d. 


Proposihoi^^^^^ emotion cannot be restrained nor removed unless 
by an opposed and stronger emotion. 

Demonstration. An emotion, in so far as it is related to the mind , 
is an idea by which the mind affirms a greater or less power of existenM 
for its body than the body possessed before ( by the general definition 
of emotions at the end of Third Part). Whenever, therefore, the mind 
is agitated by any emotion, the body is at the same time affected wit h 
a modification by which its power of action is increased or diminished . 
Again, this modification of the body (Prop t;. pt. 4) receives from its 
o wn caTise a power to persevere in its own being, a power, therefore . 
which cannot be restrained nor removed unless by a bodily cause 
(Prop. 6 , pt. a) affecting the body with a modification contrary to th e 
first ( Prop. Si pt- 3 )j_and stronger than it (Ax., pt. 4). Thus the 
mind (Prop. 12, pt. 2J is affected by the idea of a modification stronger 
than th e for mer and contrary to it, that i s to say (by the general 
definition of the emotions) ^ it will be affected with an emotion stro nger 
than the former and contrary to it, and thi s stronger emotion wil l 
"Sclude the existence ol tiie other or remove it. Thus a n emotion 
cannot be restrained nor removed unless by an opposed arid stCQQger 
emotion. — q.e.d. 

Corollary. An emotion, in so far as it is related to the mind, caimot 
be restraineH^nor teiti d ved unless by the idea of a bodily modification 
c pix)sed to that which we suffer and stronger than it. For the emotion 
which we suffer cannot b e restrained nor removed unless b y an opposeJ * 
and stronger emotion (Prop. 7, pt. 4) ; that is to say (b y the gen^ 
definition of the emotions), it cannot be removed unles s by the idea 
of a bodily modification s tronger th an that which affects us, and opposed 
to it. 


PaoposmoNi^i^^^nowfedge 0/ good or evil is nothing but an emotion 
of joy or sorrow in so far as we are conscious of it. 
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DmonstraHon. We call a thing good whidi contributes to the 
preservation of our being, and we call a thing evil if it is an obstacle 
to the preservati on of our being (Defs. t and 2, pt. 4), that is to ^ 
(trop. 7, pt. 3) , a th ing is call^ by us good or evil as it increases or 
diminishes, helps or retrains, our power ot action . In so lar, therefore 
(Defs. oijoy and sorrow in Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3 ), as we perceive that 
any object affects us with joy or sorrow do we call it good or evil. 
and therefore the knowledge of good or evil is nothing but an idea of 
joy or sorrow which necessan^ follows from t he emotiTO itself of 
or sorrow (Prop. 22, pt. 2). But this idea is united to the emotion in 
the same way as the mind is united to the body (Prop, ai, pt. 2), or, 
in other words (as we have shown in the Note, Prop. 21, pt. a) , thi s 
idea is not actually distinguished from the emo tion itself, that is to say 
(by the general definition of the emotions ), it is not actually dis - 
tinguished from the idea of the modificat i on of the body un less in 
conception alone. This knowledge, therefore, of good and evil is 
nothing but the e motion Itself of joy a nd sorrow in so far as w e are 
conscious of it . — q.e.d. 

Propositio we imagine the cause of an emotion to be actually 

present vnth us, that emotion will be stronger than if we imagined 
the cause not to be present. 

» 

Demonstration. The imagination is an idea by which the mind 
contemplates an object as present (see the deSnition of the iTTia.gina. tinn 
in Note, Prop. 17, pt. 2), an idea which nevertheless indicates the 
constitution of the human body rather than the nature of the external 
object (Corol. 2, Prop. 16, pt. 2). Imagination, therefore (by the 
general definition of the emotions), is an emotion in so far as it indicates 
the constitution of the body. But the imagination (Prop. 17, pt. 2) 
increases in intensity in proportion as we imagine nothing which 
excludes the present existence of the external object. If, therefore, 
we imagine the cause of an emotion to be actually present with us, 
that emotion will be intenser or stronger than if we imagined the 
cause not to be present. — q.£ j). 

Note. When I said (in Prop. 18, pt. 3) that we are affected by the 
image of an object in the future or the past with the same emotion 
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with which we should be affected if the object we imagined wezte 
actually present, I was careful to warn the reader that this was true 
in so far only as we attend to the image alone of the object itself, for 
the image is of the same nature, whether we have imagined the object 
or not; but I have not denied that the image becomes weaker when 
we contemplate as present other objects which exclude the present 
existence of the future object, “niis exception I neglected to make, 
because I had determined to treat in this part of my work of the 
strength of the emotions 

Corollary. The image of a past or future object, that is to say, of 
an object whic h we contemplate i n relati on to the past or future to 
the exclusion of the present, other things being equal, is weaker than 
tj ie image of a pre sent object, and c onsequ ently the emotion tomrd 
a future or past obje ct, other things being equal, is weaker then than 
t he emotion toward a present objec t. 


PBOPOsiTio^:^^^ 4 rc are afected mih regard to a future object which 
we imagine wM soon be present more powerfully than if we imagine 
that the time at which %t wtU exist is further removed from the present, 
and the memory of an object which we imagine has but just passed 
away also affects us more powafully than if we imagine the object 
to have passed away some time ago. 

Demonstration. In so far as we imagine that an object will quickly 
be present or has not long since passed away, do we unagine something 
which excludes the presence of the object less than if we unagine that 
the time of its existence is at a great distance from the present, either 
in the future or the past (as is self-evident), and, therefore (Prop. 9, 
pt. 4), so far sha ll we be affected more strongly with regard to it. 
— Q.E.D. 

Note. From the observations which we made upon Def. 6, pt. 4, 
it follows that all objects which are separated from the present time by 
a longer interval than our imagination has any power to determine 
affect us equally slightly, although we know them to be separated 
from one another by a large space of time. 
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pKOPOsmoHy^i^^Ae emotion toward an object which we imagine as 
necessary, other things being equal, is stronger than that toward an 
object that is possible, contingent, or not necessary. 

Demonstration. In so far as we imagine any object to be necessary 
do we affirm its existence, and, on the other hand, we deny its existen ce 
l!n so far as we imagine it to be not necessary (Note i. Prop. pt. i"). 
and therefore (Prop, p, pt. 4 ) the emotion toward a necessary object, 
other things being equal, is stronger than th at wliich we feel 
one that is not necessary. — q.e.d. 


PsoPOSiTioi^^^^^r^ The emotion toward an object which we know does 
not exist in the present, and which we imagine as possible, other 
things being equal, is stronger than the emotion toward a contingent 
object. 

Demonstration. In so far as we imagine an object as contingent, 
-we are not affected by the unage of any other object which posits the 
existence of the first (Def. 3, pt. 4), but, on the contrary (by hypo- 
thesis), we imagine some things which exclude its present existence. 
But in so far as we imagine any object in the future to be possible do 
we imagine some things which posit its existence (Def. 4, pt. 4), that 
is to say (Note 2, Prop. 18, pt. 3), things which fbster hope or fear, 
and therefore the emotion toward a possible object is stronger, etc. 

— Q.E.D. 

Corollary. The emotion t ow ard an object which we know does not 
grist in the present, and which we imagine as contmgent, is much 
weaker than if we imagined that the object were present to us. 

Demonstration, ^^e emotion toward an object which we imagine to 
exist in the present is stronger than if we imagmed it as future (Corol. 
Prop. 9, pt. 4), and is much stronger if we imagine the future to be at 
a great‘ distance from the present time (Prop. 10, pt. 4) . The emotinn, 
therefore, toward an object which we imagine will not exist for a long 
time is so much feebler than if we imagined it as present, and never- 
theless (Prop. 12, pt. 4) is stronger than if we imagmed it as contingent; 

* JV<w* multum distare, Ed. Pr. Corrected from Dutch verrion. — Ta. 






OF HUMAN BONDAGE igg 

and therefore the emotion toward a contingent object is much feebler 
than if we imagined the object to be present to us. — q.e.d. 


Proposition emotion toward a contingent oijecl which we 

know does not exist in the present, other things being equal, is much 
weaker than the emotion toward a fast object. 

Demonstration. In so far as wc imagine an object as contingent, 
we are affected with no image of any other object which posits the 
existence of the first (Del. 3, pt. 4). On the contrary, we imagine (by 
hypothesis) certain things which exclude its present existence. But in 
so far as we imagine it in relationship to past time are we supposed to 
imagine something which brings it back to the memory or which 
excites its image (Prop. 18, pt. 2, with the Note), and therefore so far 
causes US to contemplate it as present (Corol. Prop. 17, pt. 2). There- 
fore (Prop 9, pt. 4), the emotion toward a contingent object which we 
know does not exist in the present, other things being equal, will be 
weaker than the emotion toward a past object. — q.e d. 


Proposition emotion can be restrained by the true knowledge 

of good andevil in so far as it is true, but only in so far as it is 
considered as an emotion. 


Demonstration. An emotion is an idea by which the mind affi rms a 
g reater or less power of existence for the body t han it pos sessed before 
(by the general definition of the emotions); and, therefo re 7i*rop. i, 
pt. 4), this idea has not hing positive which c an be rem oved by the 
p resence of the truth, and, consequently, th e tru e knowl^ge of go od 
a nd evil, in so far as i t is true, ca n restrain no e motio n. B ut in so far 
as it is an emotion (see Prop. 8, pt. 4) will it restram any other 
emotion, provided that the latte r oe the weaker of the two (Prop. 7, 
pt. 4). — Q.E.D. 


PROPOSiTioi^j^^^f^csire which arises from a true knowledge of good 
and evil can be extinguished or restrained by many other desires 
which take their origin from the emotions by which we are aptaied. 
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Demonstraiion. From the true knowledge of good and evil, in so 
far as this (Prop. 8, pt. 4) is an emotion, necessarily arises desire 
(Def. I of the emotions, nt. O. which is greater in proportion as'S'e 
emotion from which it springs is greater (Prop. 37, pt. 3). But this 
desir e (by hypothesis), because it springs from our imderstanding 
sometEing^^y, follows there fo re m us in s«rfi,r as'we'agt (Prop, i, 
pt. 3), ^d the refore must be understood through our essence alone 
(Def. 3, pt. 3), and con sequently its strength a nd increase must be 
limited by h uma n power alon e (Prop. 7, pt. 3) . But the desires whid b 
q) ring from the emotions by which we are agitated are greater as the 
emoti ons thems elv es are greater, and there fore their*” strength "arid 
increase (Prop. 5, pt. 4 ) must be limited by the powe r of external 
causes — a power whichTif it be compared with our own, infinitely 
surpasses it (Prop. 3, pt. 4). The desires, therefore, which take their 
origin from such emotions as these may be much stronger than that 
which takes its ongin from a true knowledge of good and ffvol, and 
.theforiner (Prop. 7, pt. 4Lmay be able to restr ain and exSnguI^~tEr 
latter. — q.e.d. • 


PsoposmoN The desire which springs from a knowledge of good 
and evil can be easily extinguished or restrained, in so far as this 
knowledge is connected with the future, by the desire of things which 
in the present are sweet. , 

Demonstration. The emotion toward an object which we imagine 
as future is weaker than toward that which we imagine as present 
(Corol. Prop. 9, pt a). But the desire which spnngs from a true knowl- 
edge of good and evil, even although the knowledge be of objects 
which are good at the present time, may be extinguished or restrained 
by any casual desire (Prop. 15, pt. 4, the demonstration of this prop- 
osition being universal), and therefore the desire which springs from 
a knowledge of good and evil, in so far as this knowledge is connected 
with the future, can be easily restrained or extinguished. — q.e.d. 


PKOPOsmoN The desire which springs from a true knowledge of 

good and evil can be still more easily restrained, in so far as this 
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knendedge is connected ivUh objects which are conHngfint, by the 
desire of objects which are present. 

Demonstration. This proposition is demonstrated in the same way 
as the preceding proposition from Corol. Prop. Z2, pt. 4. 

Note. In these propositions I consider that I have explained why 
men are more strongly induenced by an opinion than by true reason, 
and why the true knowledge of good and evil causes disturbance in 
the mind, and often gives way to every kind of lust, whence the saying 
of the poet, “Video mdiora prohoque^ deteriora sequor."^ The same 
thought appears to have been in the nund of the Preacher when he 
said, “He that increaseth knowledge mcreaseth sorrow.”* I say these 
things not because I would be understood to conclude, therefore, that 
it is better to be ignorant than to be wise, or that the wise man in 
governing his passions is nothing better than the fool, but I say them 
because ft is necessary for us to know both the strength and weakness 
of our nature, so that we may determine what reason can do and 
what it cannot do in governing our emotions. This, moreover, let it 
be remembered, is the Part in which I meant to treat of human weak- 
ness alone, all consideration of the power of reason over the passions 
being reserved for a future portion of the book. 

Proposition '^nXtTThe desire which springs from joy, other things 
being eqtm,K stronger than that which springs from sorrow. 

Demonstration. Desire is the v ery essence of man (Def. i of the 
emotions, pt. 3) , tliat is to say (Prop. 7, pf. 3) , the ^ort by whidi a 
man strives to pe rsevere in his being. The desire, therefore, wfaic S 
springs from joy, by that very emotion of joy (by the definition of” 
"joy in Mote, Prop. 11, pt. 3I is assisted or increas ed, while that which 
springs from sor row, by that very e motion o f sor row (by the same 
Note) is lessened or restrained, and so the force ~5 the desire which 
springs from joy must be limited by human po wer, together with the 

* Ovid, Metamorphoses, Bk. vm (Jason and Medea), i. 20: 

I see a better course, and I approve; 

Yet follow I the worse. — En. 

* Ecclesiastes i: 18. — Eo. 




202 


THE ETHICS 


er of an external cause, while that which springs from sorrow 


y human power alone. Hie latter is. therefor 


weaker than the former. — q.e.o. 

Note. I have thus briefly explained the causes of human impotence 
and want of stability, and why men do not obey the dictates of reason. 
It remains for me now to show what it is which reason prescribes to 
us, which emotions agree with the rules of human reason, and which, 
on the contrary, are opposed to these rules. Before, however, I begin 
to demonstrate these things by our full geometrical method, I should 
like briefly to set forth here these dictates of reason in order that what 
I have in my mind about them may be easily comprehended by all. 
Since reason demands nothi ng whi^ is opposed to nature, it demands, 
therefore, that every person should love himself, should seek his own 


one should endeavor, as far as in h im lies, to preserve his owti being. 
This is all true as necessarilv as that the whole is greater than its cart 


(Prop. 6, pt. 3). Again, since virtue (D ef. 8, pt. 4) mean s nothing 
but acting according to the laws of our own nature, and since no one 


endeavors to preserve hi s being (Prop. 7, pt. 3 ) except in accordince 
with the laws of his own nature^ it follows: First, that the foundation 


of virtue is that endeavor itself to preserve our o wn being, and tlmt 
happiness consists in this — that a man can preserve his own being. 


Secondly, it follows that virtue is to be desired foi; its own sake, nor 


13 there anything more excellent or more useful to us than virtue, for 


the sake of which virtue ought to be desired. Thirdly, it follows that 


all persons who kill themselves are impotent in mind, and have been 


thoroughly overcome by e xternal causes opposed to their nature. 
Again , from Post. 4, pt. 2, it follows that we can n everTfee ourselves 
from the need of something outside us for the pr e seiva tiorf of our 
being, and that we can never Iwe in such a manner as to have no 
intercourse with objects which are outside us. Indeed, so far as the 
mind is concerned, our intellect would be less perfect if the mind were 
alone and understood nothing but itself. There are many things. 












OJt HDICAN BONDAGE 


SO3 

up a single individual, doubly sttonger than each alone. Nothing, 
therefore, is more useful to man than man. Men can desire, I 
nothing more excellent for the p re servation of their bein ^ t han that 
al l ^ould so agree at every ^int that the minds and bodies of ^ 
"should form, as it w ere, one mind and one body; that all Ao uld to- 
gether endeavor as much as possible to p re serve their being, and thaT 
all should together seek the common gwd of all. From this it follows 
that men who are governed by reaso n, that is to say, men who, under 
t he guidance of reason , seek their own profit, desire nothing for them- 
selves which they do not desire for other men, and that, therefore, 
they are just, faithful, and ho nor able. 

These are those dictates of re ason whi ch I purposed briefly to set 
forth before commen cing their demonstration by a fuller method, in 
order that, if possible, I might sw n the attent ion ot those who believe 
that this pnncip le — that every one is bound to see k his ov m profi t 
— is thfr foundation of impiety, and not of virtue and piety. Having 
now briefly shown that this belief of theirs is the contrary of the truth, 

I proceed, by the same method as that which we have hitherto pursued, 
to demonstrate what 1 have said. 


PROFOSiTiONi^li^^ According to the laws of his own nature each person 
necessarily desires that which he considers to he good, and avoids 
that which he considers to be evil. 

Demonstration. The knowledge of goo d and evil (Prop. 8, pt. 4) 
is the emotion itself of joy or sorrow, m so far as w^ e are consci ous of 
it, and, therefore (Prop. 28, pt. 3) , each person necessarily des&es 
tha t which he considers to be good, and avoids that wh ic h he considers 
to be evil. But this desire is nothing but the essence itself or natu^ 
of man (D^. of appetite in Note, Prop. 9, pt. 3, and Def. i of the 
emotions, pt. 3). Therefore, according to the laws of his own nature 
alone, he necessarily desires or avoids, etc. — q e d. ” 


PROPOsmoN’a^^^Ae more each person strives and is able to seek his 
own profit, that is to say, to preserve his being, the more virtue does 
he possess; on the other hand, in so far as each person neglects Ms 
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own profit, that is to say, neglects to preserve Ms own being, is he 

< impotent. 

Demonstration. Virtue is human power itself, ■which is limited by 
the essence alone of man (Def. 8 . pt. 4). that is to say (Prop. 7. Pt. 3). 
which is limited by the effort alon e by which man endeavors to per- 
severe in his being. The more, therefore, each person strives and is 
^able to preserve his being, the more virtue does he possess, and, con- 
^uently (Props. 4 and 6, ptT 3), Tn proportion as he neglects to 
preserve his being is he impotent. — q.e.d. 

Note. _No one, therefore, unless defeated by external causes and 
those whic h are co ntrary to his nature, neglects to seek his own profit 
OT preserve his being. No one, I say, refuses food or kills himself from 
a necessity of his nature, but only when forced by external causes. 
The compulsion may be exercised in many wa3rs. A man kills himself 
under compulsion by another when that other turns the rigitt hand, 
with which the man had by chance laid hold of a sword and compels 
him to direct the sword against his own heart; or the command of a 
t)rrant may compel a man, as it did Seneca, to open his own veins, 
that is to say, he may desire to avoid a greater evil by a less. External 
and hidden causes also may so dispose his imagination and may so 
affect his body as to cause it to put on another nature contrary to 
that which it had at first, and one whose idea cannot exist in the mind 
(Prop. 10, pt. 3) , but a very httle reflection will show that it is as 
inqjossible that a man, from the nec^ity of his nature, should endeavor 
not to exist, or to be changed into some other form, as it is that some- 
thing should be begotten from nothing. 


PsoPOsmoN one can desire to be happy, to act well and live 

well, who does not at the same time desire to be, to act, and to live, 
that is to say, actually to exist. 

Demonstration. The demonstration of this proposition, or rather 
the proposition itself, is self-evident, and is also evident from the 
d^nition of desire. For desire (Def. i of the emotions, pt. 3), whether 
it be desire of living or acting happily or well, is the very essence of 
man, that is to say (Prop. 7, pt. 3), the endeavor by which everyone 
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strives to preserve his own being. No one, therefore, can derire, etc. 


Proposition virtue can be conceived prior to this {the 

endeavor, namdy, after self-preservation). 

Demonstration. The endeavor after self-pre serv ation is the essence 
itself of a thing (Prop. 7, pt, 3). flierefore^any virt ue could 
conceived prior to this of self-preservation, the essenceTtself of the 
thing would be conceived (Def. 8, pt. 4) as prior to itself, which (as 
IS self-eviden tj is absurd . No virtue, therefore, etc . — q.e.d. 

Corollary. The endeavor after self-preservation is the primary and 
only foundation of virtu e. For p rior to this principle no other can be 
conceived (Prop. 22, pt. 4) , and without it (Prop. 21, pt. 4) no virtue 
can be %onceived. 


Proposition man cannot be absoltddy said to act in con- 

formity wuh virtue, in so far as he is determined to any action 
because he has inadequate ideas, but only in so far as he ts determined 
because he understands. 

Demonstration. ^ In so far as a man is determined to action because 
h e has inad eq uate id eas (Prop, i. pt. .s) , he is pa ssive , thai'ls'tO' say 
(Defs. r and 2, pt. ^) , he does something which th rough h is essence 
al one cannot be perceived, that is to say (Def 8, pt. 4), which does 
not follow fr om his virtue. Bu t* in so far as he is dete rmined to any 
action because he understands, he acts (Prop i, pt. 3), that is to s^ 
(Def. 2, pt. 3), he does so meth ing which is perceiv^ throu gh his 
essence alone, or (Def. 8, pt. 4) which adeq uately follows from his 
'virtueT — q.e.d. 


Proposition act absolutely tn conformity with virtue is ,in 

us, nothing but acting, Imng, and preserving our being {these three 
things have the same meaning) as reason directs, from the ground of 
seeking our own profit. 
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Demonstraiion. To act absolutely in conformity with virtae is 
nothing (Def, 8, pt. 4 ) but acting according to the la ws of ourovm 
proper natuie. But only in m far as we understan d do we act (Prop. 3, 
pt. TherefOT^ to act in conformity with virtue is nothing but 
acting, l iving, and preserving our being as reason directs, and doin g 
80 (C orol. Prop. 22, pt. 4) from the ground of seeking our own profit . 
— Q.E.D. 


PROPOSlTiON^gCVr No one endeavors to preserve his own being for the 
sake of another object. 

Demonstration. The effort by wh ich any object ^rivM to persevere 
in its own being is limited solely by tlie essence of the object TtselT 
(Prop. 7, pt. .^) i and from this given essence alone it necessarily follows 
— and not from the essence of any other object — (Prop. 61 pt. 3) 
th^eaHi object strives to preserve its being. This proposition is also 
evident from Corol. Prop 22, pt.'4. For if a man endeavored to 
preserve his being for the sake of any other object, this object would 
then become the primary foundation of virtue (as is self-evident), 
which (by the Corol. just quoted) is an absurdity. No one, therefore, 
endeavors to preserve his bemg, etc. — q e p. 


Proposition All efforts which we make through reason are 

nothing but efforts to understand, arid the mind, in so far as it uses 
reason, adjudges nothing as projilable to itself except that which 
conduces to understanding. 

Demonstration. The endeavour a fter self-preservation is nothing 
but the essence of the object itself (Prop. 7, pt. 3), which, in so far 
as it exists, is conceived to ha ^ power to persevere in existence (Prop. 
6i pt. 3), and to do those things which necessarily follow from its 
given nature . (See the definition of desire in Note, Prop. 9, pt. 3.) 
But the essence of reason is nothing but our mind in so far as it clearly 
and distinctly understands. (See definition of clear and distinct 
understanding m Note 2, Prop 40, pt. 2.) Therefore ( Prop. 40, pt. 2), 
all efforts which we make through reason are nothing else than e fforts 
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to understand. Agaio, since this effort of the mind, by which the 
mind, in so far as it reasons, endeavors to preserve its being, is nothing 
but the effort to understand (by the first part of this demonstration), 
jt follows (Corel. Prop. 22, pt. 4), that this effort to understand is the 
primary and sole foundation of vu rtue, and that (Prop. 25, pt. 4) we 
d o not endeavor to understand thi ngs for the sake of any end, but, 
on the contrary, the mind, in so far as it reasons, ca n conceiv^ nothing 
as being good for its elf except that which conduces to understanding 
(Def. I, pt. 4). — Q.E D. ^ " 


Proposition We do not know that anything is certainly good 

or evil except that which actually conduces to understanding, or 
which can prevent us from understanding. 

DemShstration. The mind, in so f ar as it reasons, desires nothing 
but to understand, nor does it adjudge anything t o be pro fitable to 
itself except i\hat conduces to understanding (Prop. 26, pt. 4). But 
the mind (Props. 41 and 43, pt. 2, with the Note) possesses no certitude 
unless in so far as it possesses adequate ideas, or (which by Note, Prop. 
40, pt. 2, is the same thing) in so far as it reasons. We do not know, 
therefore, that anything is certainly good, except that which actually 
conduces to understandmg, and, on the other hand, we do not know 
that anything is*evil except that which can hinder us from under- 
standing. — Q.E.D. 


Proposition 'jQQf^r^he highest good of the mind is the knowltdge 
of God, and the highest virtue of the mind ts to know God. 

Demonstration. The highest thing which the mmd can understand 
i s God, that is to say (Def. 6, i) 7 ^emg absolutely infinite, and 
without whom (Prop. 15, pt. i) be nor can be conceived , 

^nd therefore (Props. 26 and 27, pt. 4 ) that which is diiefly profitable 
[to the mind, or (Def. i, pt. 4) which is the highest good of the mind, 
js the know ledge of God. Aga in, the mind acts only in so far as it 
understands (Props, i and 3, pt. 3 ), anJ onF^ so far (Prop. 23, pt. 4)~ 
can it be absolutely said to act in conformity with virtue . To under - 
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'Stand, therefore, is the absolute virtue of the mind. But the hipest 
thing which the mi nd can understand is Uod (as we have aheady 
dmonstrat^), and therefore the highest virtue of the mind is to 
jmderstand or know God. — q.e.d. ^ 

Pkoposition No individual object whose nature is altogether 

dijfferent from our own can either help or restrain our power of 
acting, and absolutely nothing can be to us either good or evU unless 
it possesses something in common with oursdves. 

Demonstration. The pow er of an individual object, and consequently 
(Corol. Prop. lo, pt. a ) that of man, by which he exists an 5 ~acts, is 
determined only by another individual ob ject (Prop. 28. pt. i ) wh(^ 
nature ( Prop. 6, pt. a ) must be understoo d through the same attribute 
as that by means of whic h human nature is conceived. Our ^wer of 
acting, therefore, in whatever way it may be conceived, can be deter- 
mined, and consequently helped or restrained,~’ 5 y the power of another 
I ndividual object possessi ng something m common'with us^ andcanno"t ' 
be thus determined by th e p ower ofa n object'wHose natureli ^together 
different from ours. Inasmuch, therefore, as a thing is ca lle d goo d or 
. evil because it is the cause of joy or sorrow (Prop. 8, pt. 4), that is to 
say ( Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3) , because it i noreases or diminishes, ”hel^ 
or restrains, our power of action; an object whose n ature is al together 
different from our o wn c annot be e ither good or evil to us, — q.£.d. 


Proposition otking can be eeil through that which it possesses 

in common with our nature, but in so far as a thing is evil to us is 
it contrary to us. 

Demonstration. We call that thing evil which is the ca use of sorrow 
(Prop. 8, pt. 4), that is to say (by the definition of sorrow in Note, 
Prop. II, pt. 3) , which lessens or restrains our power of action . If, 
tterefore, any object were evil to us through that which it possesses 
m common wiA us, i^ouM les^n ^restrain what it possesses in 
common mth us, which (Prop. 4, pt. 3)js absurd. Nothing, th^b r^ 
throu^ that which it possesses in rfimmf>n~^th us can be evil to us. 
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but, OP the contrary, in so far as it is evil, that is to say (as we have 
already shown ), in so far as it can lessen or restrain our power of actiott 
(Prop. 5, pt. 3), is It contraiy to us. — Q.E.D. 


Pkopositiok so far as an object agrees toith our nature is it 

necessarily good. 

Demonstration. In so far as any objec t agrees wit h our n ature 
(Prop. 30, pt. 4 ) it ca nnot be evil I^must, therefore, necessarily be 
ei ther good or indifferent If it be supposed as indifferent, that Is to 
^y, as neither good nor evil , nothing (Ax. 3, pt. i, and Def. i, pt. 4) 
wUl follow from its nature which conduces to the preservation of our 
“nature, that is to say (by hypothesis), which con duct to its own 
preservatioD . But this (Prop 6, pt 3) is absurd, and, therefore , in 
so far as the object agrees with our nature, it will necessari ly be good . 
— Q.E.D. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that the more an object agrees with 
our own nature, th e more profitable it is to us, that is to say, the better 
it is for us, tui d, conversely, the more profitable an object is to us, 
t Se more does it agree with our own nature For in so far as it does 
not agree with our nature it will necessarily be either diverse from 
our nature or contrary to it. If diverse, it can (Prop. 29, pt. 4) be 
neither good nor evil, but if contrary, it will therefore be contrary 
also to that which agrees with our own nature, that is to say (Prop. 
31, pt. 4), contraiy to the good, or, in other words, it will be evil. 
Nothing, therefore, can be good e^ept in so far as it agrees with our 
nature, and, therefore, the more an object agrees with our nature, 
the more profitable it will be, and vice versa — q.e.d. 


PnoposmON In so far as men are subject to passions, they 

cannot be said to agree in nature. 

Demonstration . Things which are said to agree in nature are un der- 
stood to agree in power (Prop. 7 » Pf* 3 )1 ^ impotence or 

negation, and consequently (Note, Prop. 3> Pf- 3 i)» passion. 
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and theref ore men, in so far as they are s ubject to passion, cannot be 
said to agree in nature. — q.c.d. 

Note. This proposition is self-evident, for he who says that black 
and white agree solely in the fact that neither of them is red absolutely 
affir ms that black and white agree in nothing. So also if we say that 
a stone and a man agree solely in this that they are both finite or 
impotent or do not exist from the necessity of their nature, or are 
both to an indefinite extent dominated by external causes, we affirm 
that a stone and a man agree in nothing, for thmgs which agree in 
negation only or in that which they have not, really agree in nothing. 


Proposition XX^nl. Mm may dt£er in nature from one another in 
so far as they are agitated by emotions which are passions, and in 
so far also as one and the same man is agitated by passions is he 
changeable and inconstant. 

Demonstration. The nature or essence of the emotions cannot be 
explained thr o ugh our essence or nature^ne (Defs. T and 2, pt 3), 
jut must be determined by the power, that is to say (Prop. 7, pt. 3), 
jhe nature of external causes compared with our oro natur e. Hence 
it follows that there are as many kinds of each emotion as there are 
kinds of objects by which we are affected (Prop. 56, pf. 3); that m en 
are aflPected in different ways by one and tlie samt object (Prop. 
pt. 3), and so far differ in nature, and, finally,’that one ahiTthe same 
man (P rop. 51, pt. 3 ) is affected in different ways tow ard s the same 
object, and so far is changeable and inconsta nt. — q.e.d. 


Proposition In so far as men are agitated by emotions which 

ore passions can they be contrary to one another. 

Demonstration. A man, Peter, for example, may be a cause of 
sorrow to Paul because he possesses something resembling that which 
Paul hates (Prop. 16, pt. 3), or because he alone possesses something 
which Paul himself also loves (Prop. 32, pt. 3, with its Note), or for 
other reasons (the chief of which are mentioned in Note, Prop. SS> 
pt. 3). Hence it will come to pass (Def. 7 of the emotions) that Paul 
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hates Peter, and, consequently, it will easily happen (Prop. 40, pt. 3, 
with its Note) that Peter in turn hates Pauil, and that they endeavor 
(Prop. 39, pt. 3) to injure one another, or, in other words (Prop. 30, 
pt. 4), that they are contrary to one another. But the emotion of 
sorrow is always a passion (Prop 59, pt. 3), and therefore men, in so 
far as they are agitated by emotions which are passions, can be 
contrary to one another. — Q e.d. 

Note. I have said that Paul hates Peter because he imagines that 
Peter possesses something which he himself loves, from which at first 
sight it appears to follow that, because they both love the same thing 
and, consequently, agree in nature with one another, they are, there- 
fore, injurious to one another; and if this be true. Props. 30 and 31, 
pt. 4, would be false. But if we will examine the matter impartially, 
we diall see that all these things are quite in accord. For Peter and 
Paul are not injurious to one another m so far as they agree in nature, 
that is t»say, in so far as they both love the same object, but in so 
far as they differ from one another. For in so far as they both love 
the same object is the love of each strengthened (Prop. 31, pt. 3), 
that is to say (Def . 6 of the emotions), so far is the joy of both increa^. 
It is far from true, therefore, that in so far as they love the same object 
and agree in nature they are injurious to one anoUier. They are 
injurious to one another, on the contrary, as 1 have said, solely because 
they are supposed to differ in nature For we suppose Peter to have 
an idea of a belov^ object which he now possesses, and Paul, on the 
other hand, to have an idea of a beloved object which he has lost. 
The former, therefore, is affected with joy, and the latter, on the 
contrary, with sorrow, and so far they are contrary to one another. 
In this manner we can easily show that the other causes of hatred 
depend solely on the fact that men differ by nature and not on any- 
thing in which they agree. 

Proposition 'SS&^f^Sofar as men hve %n conformity with the guidance 
of reason, in so far only do they always necessarily agree in nature. 


Demonstration. In so far as men are agitate d by emotions which 
are passions can they differ in na ture (Prop. 33 ) P^* 4) ^ttd be contra^ 
Tn nT),. fProo. u. pt. it), ^ut men are said to a ct only in so 
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to as they live according to the guidance of rea^n (Prop. 3, pt. 3), 
andfr therrfore, whatever follows from human nature, in so far as it is 
^etenained by reason (Def. 3, pt. 3)^ must be understood ttuo ugf 
human nature alone as through its proximate cause. But because 
everyone, according to the laws of his ovm nature, desires that which 
he adjudges to be good, and endeavors to remove that which he ad- 
judges to be evil (Prop. 19, pt. 4), and because that which from the 
dictates of reason we judge to be good or evil is necessarily good or 
evil (Prop. 41, pt. a), it follows tha t men, only in so far as they live 
according to th e guidance of reason, necessarily do those things which 
are goo d to h uman, imture, and consequently to e ach man, that is to 
say (Corol. Prop. 31, pt. 4) , which agree with the nature of each man , 
and therefore also men necessarily always agree with one another in 
ao far arthey live according to the guidance of reason. — q.e.d. 

Corollary 1. Ther e is no single thing in N ature which is more 
profitable to man^than a man who lives according to Ihe 'guidance of 
^reason . For that is most profitable to man which most agrees with 
l&isown nature (Corol. Prop. 31, pt. 4), that is to say, man (as is self- 
evident). But a man acts absolutely from the laws of his own nature 
when he lives according to the guidance of reason (Def. 2, pt. 3 ), and* 
so far only does he always necessarily agree with the nature of another 
man ( Prop. 35, pt. 4 I; therefore there is no single thing more profitable 
to a man than a man, etc. — q.e.d. 

Corollary 2. When each man seeks most that which is p rofitable 
himself, then are men mo st profitable to one another; for the more 
each man seeks his own profit and endeavors to pres erve himself, the 
more virtue does he possess ( Prop. 20, pt. 4 ), or, in other words (Def. 
8, pt. 4) , the more power does he possess to act according to the laws 
o f his own nat ure, that is to say (Prop. 3, pt. 3), to live according to 
the guidance of reason . But men most agree in nature when they live 
according to the guidance of reason (Prop. 35, pt. 4), theretore tBy 
the previous Lorol j men will be most profitable to one anot her wtien 
gicb man seeks most what i s p rofitable to h imself. — q.e.d. ~ 

Note. To what we have just demonstrated daily experience itself 
testifies by so many and such striking proofs that it is in almost every- 
body’s mouth that man is a god to man. It is very seldom indeed 
tbat men live according to the guidance of reason; on the contrary, 
it so happens that they are generally envious and injurious to one 
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another. But, nevertheless, th^ are scarcely ever able to lead a 
solitary life, so that to most men the definition of TnaTt that he is a 
social animal entirely commends itself, and indeed it is the case that 
far more advantages than disadvantages arise from the common 
society of men. Let satirists therefore scoff at human affairs as much 
as they please, let theologians denounce them, and let the melancholy 
praise as much as they can a life rude and without refinement, despising 
men and admiring the brutes, men will nevertheless find out that by 
mutual help they can much more easily procure the things they need, 
and that it is only by their united strength they can avoid the dangers 
which everywhere threaten them, to say nothing about its being far 
nobler and worthier of our knowledge to meditate upon the doings of 
men than upon those of brutes. But more of this elsewhere. 


PnoposmoN highest good of those who follow after virtue 

is common to all, and all may equally enjoy it. 

Demonstration. To act in conformity with virtue is to act according 
to the guidance o 7 reason (Prop. 24, pt. 4 ), and every effort which we 
‘"make through reason is an effort to understand (Prop. 26, pt. 4) , aind 
therefore (I^p. 28. pt. 4 ) the highest good of those who follow afto 
virtue is to know God, that is to say (Prop 47, pt. 2, with its Note), 
it is a good which is common to ah men, and can be equally possessed 
by all men in so far as they are of the sam e nature. — Q E d. 

Note. K anybody asks, What if the highest good of those who 
follow after virtue were not common to all? — would it not thence 
follow (as above, see Prop. 34, pt. 4) that men who live according to 
the guidance of reason, that is to say (Prop. 35, pt. 4), men in so far 
as they agree in nature, would be contrary to one another? We reply 
that it arises from no accident, but from the nature itself of reasw, 
that the highest good of man is common to all, inasmuch as it is 
deduced from the hu man Essence itsell, in so far a^t Is ^etemmed 
by reason , and also because man could not b e nor be conceived if he 
had not the power of rejoicing~In~this highest good. For it pertains 
(Prop. 47, pt. a ) to the essenc e of the human mind to have an adequate 
knowledge of the eternal and infinite essence of God. 
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PROTOsmoN XX^HT The good which entry one who foUaws ctfter 
virtue seeks Jwhimsdj he will desire for other men; and his desire 
on their behalf will be greater in proportion as he has a greater 
knowledge of God. 

Denumsiraiion. Men are most profitable to man in so far as they 
live according to tKe guidance of reason (Corol. i, Prop. 35, pt. 4), 
and therefore (Prop. 19, pt. 4), accordii^ to the guidance of reason , 
we necessarily endeavor to cause men to live according to the guidanc e 
of reason. But th e good which each person seeks who lives according 
,to the dictates of reason, that is to say (P rop. 24, pt. 4), who follow's 
after virtue, is to understand (Prop. 26, pt. 4 ), and therefore the good 
which each person seeks who follows after virtue be will also desire 
for other men. Again, desire, in so f ar as it is related to the mind, 
is th e essence it^lf of the mind (Def. i of the emotions) . But the 
essence o f the mind co nsists in knowledge (Prop, ii, pt.^) , which 
involves the knowledge of God (Prop. 47, pt. 2), and without this 
knowledge the essence of the mind can neither be nor be conceived 
(Prop. 15, pt. i), and therefore the greater the kn owledge of Go d 
which t he essence of the mind involves, the greater will be the desire 
witli whi ch he w lio follows after virtue will desire for anothe r the good 
ij^icfaTie seeks for himself. -^q.e.p. ~ 

Another Demonstration. The good which a man seeks for himself 
and which he loves he will love more nnchangeably if be sees t)^^ 
others love it (Prop. 31, pt. 3) , and therefore (Corol. Prop. 31, pt. 3) 
he will endeavor to make others love it; and b ecause this good (Prop. 
36, pt. 4) is common to aU and all can rejoice in it, he will endeavo r 
(by the same reasoning) ^ to cause all to rejo ice in it, and (Prop! 37, 
pt. 3) he will do so the more, the more he re joice s in this good himsel f. 
— Q.E.D. 

Note I. He who strives from an emotion alone to make others love 
what he himself loves, and to make others live according to his way 
of thinking, acts from mere unpulse, and is therefore hateful, especially 
to those who have other tastes, and who therefore also desire, and by 
the same impulse strive to make others live according to their way of 
thinking. 

Again, since the highest good which men seek from an emotion is 
often such that only one person can possess it, it follows that persons 
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who love are not consistent with themselves, and, whilst thqr delict 
to recount the praises of the beloved object, fear lest they ^ould be 
believed. But he who endeavors to lead oth ers by reason does not act 
from impul se, but with humaneness and kindness, and is alwrays 
consistent with himsel f. ' ‘ " 

Everyt hing which we desire and do, of which we are the caus e in so, 
far as we possess an idea of God, or in so far as we know ^d, I refer 
t o “religion.” The desire of doing well which is bom’in us, T)ecauie 
we live according to the guidance o f reason, I call “piet y.”" The desire 
to join others in friendship to himself, with which a man living acco rd- 
ing to the guidance of reason is po s sessed, I ca ll “hono r.” I call that 
thing “honorable” which men who hve according to the guidance of 
reason praise; and that thing, on the contrary, T call “bare” which 
set s itself against the formation o f fnendship . Moreover^ FEave also 
shown what are the foundations of a State. 

The deference also between true virtue and impotence may, from 
what has already been said, be easily seen to be this — that true 
virtue consists in livi ng accordmg to the guidance of reason alone, 
and that impotence therefore consists in this alone that a j^n allows 
lilmself to be led by things which are outside himself, ~ahd by'fhem 
tobedetermined to such actions as the common constitution of external 
things demands, and not to such as his own nature conader^ in itself 
alone de mands. ~ These are the things which promised liT Note, 
Prop i8, pt. 4, I Avould demonstrate. From them we see that the 
law against killing animals is based upon an empty superstition and 
womanish tenderness rather than upon sound reason. A proper regard, 
indeed, to one’s own proht teaches us to unite in friendship with men, 
and not with brutes, nor with things whose nature is different from 
human nature. It teaches us, too, that the same right which they 
have over us we have over them. Indeed, since the right of any person 
is limited by his virtue or power, men possess a far greater right over 
brutes than brutes possess over men. I by no means deny that brutes 
feel, but I do deny that, on this account, it is unlawful for us to con- 
sult our own profit by using them for our own pleasure and treating 
them as is most convenient for us, inasmuch as they do not agree in 
nature with us, and their feelings are different from our emotions 
(Note, Prop. 57, pt. 3). 

It now remains that I should explain what are justice, injustice, 




2X6 


THK'. ETHICS 


crime, and, finally, merit. With regard to these, see the following note. 

Note 2. In the Appendix to the First Part I promised I would 
explain what are praise and blame, merit and crime, justice and in- 
justice. I have already shown what is the meaning of praise and 
blame in Note, Prop. 29, pt. 3, and" this will be a fitting place for the 
explanation of the rest. A few words must, however, first be said 
about the natural and civil state of man. 

It is by the highest right of Nature that each person exists, and 
consequently it is by the highest right of Nature that each person 
does those things which follow from the necessity of his nature; and 
therefore it is by the highest right of Nature that each person judges 
what is good and what is evil, consults his own advantage as he thinks 
best (Props. 19 and 20, pt 4), avenges himself (Corol. 2, Prop. 40, 
pt. 3), and endeavors to preserve what he loves and to destroy what 
he hates (Prop 28, pt. 3). If men lived accordmg to the guidance of 
reason, everyone would enjoy this right without injuring afljr one else 
(Corol. I, Prop. 35, pt. 4). But because men are sub3ect to emotions 
(Corol. Prop. 4, pt. 4), which far surpass human power or virtue 
(Prop. 6, pt. 4), they are often drawn in different duections (Prop. 33, 
pt. 4), and are contrary to one another (Prop. 34, pt. 4), although 
they need one another’s help (Note, Prop. 35, pt. 4). 

In order, then, that men may be able to live in harmony and be a 
help to one another, it is necessary for them to cede their natural right, 
and beget confidence one m the other that they will do nothing by 
which one can injure the other. In what manner this can be done, 
so that men who are necessarily subject to emotions (Corol. Prop. 4, 
pt. 4), and are uncertain and changeable (Prop. 33, pt. 4), can beget 
confidence onp in the other and have faith in one another, is evident 
from Prop. 7, pt. 4, and Prop. 39, pt. 3. It is there shown that no 
emotion can be restramcd unless by a stronger and contrary emotion, 
and that every one abstains from doing an injury through fear of a 
greater injury. By this law, therefore, can society be strengthened, 
if only it claims for itself the right which every individual possesses 
of avenging himself and deciding what is good and what is evil, and 
provided, therefore, that it possess the power of prescribing a common 
rule of life, of promulgating laws and supporting them, not by reason, 
which cannot restrain the emotions (Note, Prop. 17, pt. 4), but by 
penalties. 
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This society, firmly established by law and with a power of self- 
preservation, is called a “State,” and those who are protected by its 
light are called “citizens ” We can now easily see that in the natural 
state there is nothing which by universal consent is good or evil, since 
everyone in- a natural state consults only his own profit, deciding 
according to his own way of thinking what is good and what is evil 
with reference only to his own profit, and is not bound by any law to 
obey anyone but himself. Hence in a natural state sm cannot be con- 
ceived, but only in a civil state where it is decided by universal consent 
what is good and what is evil, and where everyone is bound to obqr 
the State. “Sin,” therefore, is nothmg but disobedience, which is pun- 
ished by the law of the State alone, obedience, on the other hand, being 
regarded as a merit m a citizen, because on account of it he is considered 
worthy to enjoy the privileges of the Slate. Again, in a natural state 
no one by common consent is the owner of anything, nor is there 
anything"fei Nature which can be said to be the rightful property of 
this and not of that man, but all things belong to all, so that in a 
natural state it is impossible to conceive a desire of rendering to each 
man his own or taking from another that which is his; that is to say, 
in a natural state there is nothing which can be called just or unjust, 
but only in a civil state, in which it is decided by universal consent 
what is one person’s and what is another’s. Justice and injustice, 
therefore, sm and merit, are external notions, and not attributes, 
which manifest themature of the mind. But enough of these matters. 


Proposition That which so disposes the human body that 

it can be affect^ in many ways, or which renders it capabh of affect- 
ing eodernal bodies in many ways, is profitable to man, and is more 
profitable in proportion as by its means the body becomes better fitted 
to be affected in many ways and to affect other bodies; on the other 
hand, that thing is injurious which renders the body less fitted to 
affect or be affected. 

Demonstration. In proportion as the bod y is rendered more fit ted 
for this is the mind rendered more capable of perceptio n (Prop. 14, 
pt. 2), and, therefore, what'ev er disposes the body in this way and 
renders it fitted for this is necessa ry good or profitable (Props. 2S" 
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and 27, pt. 4) ^^ and is more profitable in proportion to its power of 
rendering the bo dy more fitted for this, whil e, on the contrary (b y 
Prop. 14. pt. 2. conversely, and Props 26 and 27. Pt. 4), it is ii^urious 
if it renders the body less fitted for this. — q e d. 


Proposition Whatever t$ efecltve to preserve the proportion 

of motion and rest which the parts of the human body bear to each 
other is good, and, on the contrary, that ts evil which causes the parts 
of the human body to have a dtjferent proportion of motion and rest 
to each other. 

Demonstration. The human body needs for its preservation very 
many other bodies (Post. 4, pt. 2). But what constitutes the form of 
the human body is this that its parts communicate their motions to 
one another in a certain fixed proportion (Def preceding Lem. 4, 
following Prop. 13, pt. 2). Whatever, therefore, is effective to preserve 
the proportion of motion and rest which the parts of the human body 
bear to each other preserves the form of the human body, and, con- 
sequently (Posts. 3 and 6, pt. 2), is effective to enable the body to be 
affected m many ways, and to affect external bodies in many ways, 
and, therefore (Prop. 38, pt. 4), is good. Again, whatever causes the 
parts of the human body to get a different proportion of motion and 
rest (by the definition just quoted) causes the human body to assume 
another form, that is to say (as is self-evident, and as we observed at 
the end of the preface to this part), causes the human body to be 
destroyed, rendermg it consequently incapable of being affected in 
many ways, and is, therefore (Prop. 38, pt. 4), bad. — Q e.d. 

Note. In what degree these things may inj'ure or profit the mind 
will be eiqilained in the Fifth Part. Here I observe merely that I 
understand the body to die when its parts are so disposed as to acquire 
a different proportion of motion and rest to each other For I dare not 
deny that the human body, though the circulation of the blood and 
the other things by means of which it is thought to live be preserved, 
may, nevertheless, be changed into another nature altogether different 
from its own. No reason compels me to affirm that the body never 
dies unless it is changed into a corpse. Experience, indeed, seems to 
teach the contrary. It happens sometimes that a man undergoes such 
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changes that he cannot very well be said to be the same man, as was 
the case with a' certain Spanish poet of whom I have heard, who was 
seized with an Dlness and, although he recovered, remained, never^ 
theless, so oblivious of his past life that he did not believe the tales 
and tragedies he had composed were his own, and he might, indeed, 
have been taken for a grown-up child if he had also forgotten his 
native tongue. But if this seems incredible, what shall we say of 
children? The man of mature years believes the nature of children 
to be so different from his own that it would be impossible to persuade 
him he had ever been a child if he did not conjecture regarding him- 
self from what he sees of others. But in order to avoid givmg to the 
superstitious matter for new questions, T prefer to go no further in 
the discussion of these matters. 


PROPOsn;^j;j^^^5l'H^Affltetier conduces to the universal fellowship of men, 
that ts to say, whatever causes men to live in harmony with one another, 
is profitable, and, on the contrary, whatever brings discord into the 
State ts enl. 


Demonstrahon. J For whatever causes men to liv e in harmony with- 
one another causes them to hve according to the guidance of reason 
'TJ’rop. 35, pt. 4 ), and, th erefore (Props 26 and 27, pt. 4) , is go od, and 
(by the same reasonin g) those thmgs are evil which excite discord. — 
Q.E.D. 


Proposition "SLA^oy is not directly evil hut good; sorrow, on the other 
hand, is directly evil. 

Demonstration. Joy ( Prop, ii, pt. 3, with its Note ) is an emotion 
b y which the bodly s pow er of action i«! mcreased or assisted. Sorrow, 
on the other hand, is an emotion by which the body’s power of a ction 
is lessened or restraint, an d, ~tEcr^ore ( Ffi^ 38) pt. 4), joy is directly 
good . — Q E.D. 

Proposition JQ^e^heerfulness can never be excessive, but is always 
good; melancholy, on the contrary, is always evil. 
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Demonslralion. Cheerfulness (see its definition in Note, Prop, ii, 
pt. 3 ) is joy which, in so far as it is related to the body, c onsists in 
this that all the parts of the body are equally affected, that is to 
(Prop. II, pt. 3), the body’s power of action is increase d or assiste d, 
so that all the parts acquire the same proportion of motion and i^t 
/ to each other. jCheerfulness, ther efore (Prop 39, pt. 4), is always good 
and can never be excessive. But melancho ly (see its definition m 
Note, Prop, ii, pt 3 ) is sorrow , which, in so far as it is related to the 
.body, consists in this that the bodyT^iower of action Is absolute 
lessened or restrained, and melancholy, the refore (Prop 38, pt. 4), is 
alwajfs evil. — q e.d. 


Pkofosition Pleasurable excitement may be excessive and an 

evil, and pain may be good in so far as pleasurable excitement or joy 
is end. 

m 

Demonstration. Pleasurable excitement is fo y which, in so fa r as it 
is related to the body, consists in this that one or so me of the parts 
of the body are affected more than others (see Def. in Note, Prop. 11, 
pt. 3). The power of this emotion may, therefore , so great as to 
overcome the other actions of the body (Prop. 6, pt. 4) ; it may ding 
, obstinately to the body, it may impede the body in such a manne r 
as to render it less capable of being affected in many ways, and there- 
fore (Prop. 38, pt. 4)_may be eviL Again, pain* which, on the con- 
trary, is sorrow, considered in itself alone cannotlBiTgood ( Prop. 41,' 
pt. 4). But because its power and increase is limited by the power 
of an external ca use compared with our own power (Prop. $, pt. 4), 

. we can the refore conceive infinite degrees of strength of this emotion, 
and infinite kmJs of it " (Prop ^ an d we can therefore concei^ 

it to be such that it can restrain an excess of pleasurable excitement, 

and so lar (by the lirst part of this proposition]! prevmitmg Ch^ody 

rfrom becoming less ca pable. So far, therefore, will pain be good. 
— Q.E.D. 

Pboposction Love and desire may be excessive. 

Demonstration . Love is joy (D ef. 6 of the emotio ns) with the accom- 
panying idea of an external cause. Pleasurable excitment, therefore * 
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(Note, Prop, ii, pt. 3) . with the accompanying idea of an ertemal 
rause, is love, and thereFore love (Prop. 43, ]3t. 4 ) may be excessive.' 
^ain, desire is greater as the emotion from which it springs is greater 
' (Prop. 37, pt. 3). Inasmuch, therefore, as an emotion (Prop. 6, pt. 4) 
may overpow er the other a ctions of a man, so also the desire whic h 
springs from this emotion may also ove rpower the other desires, and 
may therefore exist in the same excess wh i ch w e have ^'own (in the 
^ceding propositio n) that pleasurable excitement p ossesses. — q.e jd. 

Note. Cheerfulness, which I have affirmed to be good, is more easily 
imagined than observed, for the emotions by which we are daily 
agitated are generally related to some part of the body which is affected 
more than the others, and therefore it is that the emotions exist for 
the most part m excess, and so hold the mmd down to the contempla- 
tion of one object alone that it can think about nothing else; and 
although men are subject to a number of emotions, and therefore few 
are foundwho are always under the control of one and the same 
emotion, there are not wanting those to whom one and the same 
emotion obstinately clings. We see men sometimes so affected by 
one object that, although it is not present, they believe it to be before 
them; and if this happens to a man who is not asleep, we say that he 
is delirious or mad Nor are those believed to be less mad who are 
inflamed by love, dreaming about nothmg but a mistress or harlot 
day and night, for they excite our laughter But the avaricious man 
who thinks of nothmg else but gain or money, and the ambitious man 
who thinks of nothing but glory, inasmuch as they do harm and are, 
therefore, thought worthy of hatred, are not believed to be mad In 
truth, however, avarice, ambition, lust, etc., are a kind of madness, 
although they are not reckoned amongst diseases 


PROPOsraoN^^j\Jr^(7/rcd can never be good. 


Demonstration The man whom we hate we endeavor to destroy 
(Prop. 39, pt. 3), that is to ^ (Prop 37, pt 4), we endeavor to do 
something which is evil. Therefore hatred, etc. — ^.e.d. ~ 

Note It is to be observ^ that here and m the toilowing propositions 
I understand by “hatred,” hatred toward men only. 
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Corollary i. Envy, mockeiy, contempt, anger, revenge, a nd the 
other emotions wh ich are relate d to hatred or arise from it are eviL 
This IS also evident from Prop. 39, pt. 3, and Prop. 37, pt. 4. 

Corollary 2. Everything which we desire beca use we are affected by 
.hatred is base and un j ust in the State. This is also evident from 
Prop. 39, pt. 3, and from the definition in Note, Prop. 37, pt. 4, of what 
is base and unjust. 

Note. I make a great distinction between mockery (which I have 
said, in Corel, i of this Prop., is bad) and laughter, for laughter and 
merriment are nothing but joy, and therefore, provided they are not 
excessive, are in themselves good (Prop 41, pt 4) Nothing but a 
gloomy and sad superstition forbids enjoyment. For why is it more 
seemly to extinguish hunger and thirst than to drive away melancholy? 
My reasons and my conclusions are these: No God and no human 
ibeing, except an envious one, is delighted by my impotence or my 
’trouble, or esteems as any virtue in us tears, sighs, fears,«end other 
’thmgs of this kind, which are signs of mental impotence; on the con- 
(trary, the greater the j'oy with which we are affected, the greater the 
perfection to which we pass thereby, that is to say, the mor^ do we 
necessarily partake of the divine nature. To make use of thmgs, 
therefore, and to delight in them as much as possible (provided we 
do not disgust ourselves with them, which is not delighting in them), 
is the part of a wise man It is the part of a wise man, I say, to refresh 
and invigorate himself with moderate and pleasant gating and drmking, 
with sweet scents and the beauty of green plants, with ornament, 
with music, with sports, with the theater, and T\ith all -things of this 
kind which one man can enjoy without hurting another. For the 
human body is composed of a great number of parts of diverse nature, 
which constantly need new and varied nourishment in order that the 
whole of the body may be equally fit for everythmg which can follow 
from its nature, and consequently that the mind may be equally fit to 
understand many things at once. This mode of living best of all 
agrees both with our principles and with common practice, therefore 
this mode of livmg is the best of all, and is to be universally com- 
mended. There is no need, therefore, to enter more at length into 
the subj'ect. 
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Proposition who lives according to the guidance of reason 

strives as much as possible to repay the hatred, anger, or contempt 
of others toward himself with love or generosity. 

Demonstration. All emotions of hatred are evil (Corol. i, Prop. 45, 
pt. 4), and, therefore, the man who lives according to the guidance of 
re ason w il l stri ve as much as possibl e to keep hims elf from being 
agitated by the emotions of hatred (Prop 19, pt 4), and, consequently 
(Prop. 37, pt. 4), wiU stnve to keep others from being subject to the 
same emotions. But hatred is mcre ased by recip r ocal hatre d, and, on 
~tEe oth er hand, can be extinguished by love (Prop 43, pt. 3 ), so that 
hatred pa sses mto love (Prop. 44, pt 3). Therefore h e who lives 
according to^he guidance of reason will strive to repay the hatred of 
another, etc , with love, that is to say, with generosity (see definition 
of generosity in Note, Prop. 59, pt 3). — q.e d. 

Note. Jie who wishes to avenge mjuries by hating m return docs 
indeed live miserably. But he who, on the contrary, strives to drive 
out hatred by love fights joyfully and confidently, with equal ease 
resisting one man or a number of men, and needmg scarcely any 
as&tance from fortune. Those whom he conquers yield gladly, 
not from defect of strength, but from an increase of it These truths, 
however, all follow so plainly from the definitions alone of love and 
the mtellect that there is no need to demonstrate them smgly. 


Proposition The emotions of hope and fear cannot he good of 

themsehes. 

Demonstration The emotions of hope and fear ca nnot exist without 
sorrow, for fear (Def of the emotions) is sorrow, and hope (see the 
explanation of iDefs 12 and 13 of the emotions) cannot ex ist wi thou t 
fear. Therefore (Prop 41, pt 4), tlu-se em otions cannot be good of 
themselves, but only m so far as they are able to restrain the e xcesse s 
of joy (Pro^ 437 pt. 4). — Q.E D. 

Note. We may here add that the se emotions indicate want of knowl - 
edge and impotence of mind, and, for the same reason, confidence, 
despair, gladness, and remorse are signs of weakness of mind . For 
although confidence and gladness are emotions of joy, they neverthe- 
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less suppose that sorrow has preceded them, namely, hope or fear. 
In proportion, therefore, as we endeavor to live according to the 
guidance of reason, shall we strive as much as possible to depend less 
on hope, to liberate ourselves from fear, to rule fortune, and to direct 
our actions by the sure counsels of reason. 


Proposition The emotions of overestimation and contempt are 

always evil 

Demonstration. These emotions ( Defs. 21 and 22 of the emotions) 
are oppo sed to reason and therefore (Props. 26 and 27, pt. 4) are evi l. 

— Q.E.D 


Proposition XT^/^Overestimalion easily renders the maw who is 
over estimatM proud. 


Demonstration. If we see that a person, through love, thipks too 
much of us, we shall easily glonfy ourselves (Note, 41, pt 3), or, in 
other words, be affected with joy (Def 30 of the emotions), and easily 
believe the good which we hear others affirm of us (Prop. 25, pt 3), 
and, consequently, through .self-love, we shall thmk too much of our- 
selves, that is to say (Def 28 of the emotions), \ye shall easily grow 
proud. — Q.E.D. 


PROPOSiTioijj^/^i/y in a man who lives according to the guidance of 
reason is in itself evil and unprofitable 

Demonstration Pity (Def. 18, of the emotions) is sorrow, and 
therefore (Prop 41, pt 4 ) is m itself evil . The good, however, which 
issues from pity, namely, that we endeavor to tree trom misery the 
man we pity fCorol 3, Prop 27, pt. 3), we desire to do from the dictate 
of reason alone (Prop. 37, pt. 4), nor can we do anythin g except by 
.the dictate of reason alone, which we are sure is good (Prop. 27, pt 4) 
Pity, therefore, m a man who lives accordmg to the guidance of reason 
^ m itsel f bad and unprofitable. — qe.d. 
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Corollary. Hence it follows that a man who lives according to the 
dictates of re ason endeavors as mu ch as possible to prevent himself 
from being touche d hy pity. 

Note. The man who h as properly understo od that everythin g 
follows f rom the necessity o f the d ivine na ture, and comes to pass 
according to the eternal laws and rules of Nature, will in truth dis- 
cov er n othi ng which is wo rth y of hatred, l a ught er, or contempt, nor 
. will he p ity anyone, b ut, so far as huma n virtue is ab le, he v\^l en deavor 
to do w 3 ,t, as we say, and to r^otce. We mu st ^d also that a man 
who is easuv touched by the em otio n of pity, an d is mo v ed by the 
^msery or tears of anot her, often does something of which he after- 
_^ward repents, both because from an emotion we do nothing wh ich 
we certa uily tnow to be good and also because we are so easily deceived 
by false tears. But this I say expr essly of the ma n who lives according 
to the guidance of reason For he who is moved neither byjreaira 
nor pity'lfi be 'of any service to others is properly called inhuman; 
for (Prop 27, pt 3) he seems to be unlike a man 

P&oPosmoi\J^y/i>'avor is not opposed to reason but agrees with it, and 
may arise Jr om it 

Demonstration. Favor is love toward him who does good to another 
(Def 19 of the eniotions), and therefore can be relatedto the mmd 
m so far as it is said to act (Prop 59, pt that is to sa y (Prop. 3, 
m so far as it understands, and therefore favor agrees with 
reason. — q e d. 

Another Demotistrahon If we hvc according to the guidance of 
reason, we shall desire for others the goocl which wc seek for ourselves 
(Prop. 37, pt 4). Therefore if we see one person do good to another, 
our endeavor to do good is assisted, that is to say (Note, Prop 1 1 , pt. 3), 
we shall rejoice, and our joy (by hypiochesis) will be accompanied with 
the idea of the person who does good to the other, that is to say (Def. 
19 of the emotions), we shall favor him — q i d 

Note Indignation, as it is defined by us (Def 20 of the emotions), 
is necessarily evil (Prop. 45, pt 4), but it is to be obser\>’ed that when 
the supreme authority, constramed by the desire of preserving peace, 
punishes a citizen who injures another, I do not say that it is mdignant 
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with the citizen, since it is not excited by hatred to destroy him, but 
punishes him from motives of piety. 


’Pi.ovosmovtty^^df-sahsfactioH may ansefrom reason, and the sdf- 
salisf action alone whuh arises from reason ts the highest which can 
exist. 

Demonstration. Self-satisfa ction is the joy which arises from a man’s 
contemplatmg himself and his power of action ( Def 2 s of 'tEi^motionsJ.~ 
But man’s true power of action or his virtue is reason itself (Prop. 3, 
pt. 3) , which he cdnt^plates clearly and distinctly (l^ops. 40 and 
43 ) pt 2) . Self-satisfaction therefore arises from reason. Again, man, 
when he contemplates himself, perceives no 5 iin g clearly and dist inctly 
or adequately except those things which follow from his power of 
action (Def. 2, pt. 3), that is to say (Prop. 3, pt. 3) , those tITTftgs which 
follow from his power of understandmg, and therefore from this c on- 
templation alone the highest satisfaction which can exist arises. 

— 0 E D. • 

Note. Self-satisfaction is indeed the highest thing fo r which we can 
hope, for (as we have shown m Prop 25, pt. 4 ) no one endea vors to 
pres erve his being for the sake of any end Again, because this self- 
satisfaction is more and more nounshed and strengthened by praise 
(Corol. Prop 53, pt 3), and, on the contrary (Cmol Prop. 55, pt. 3), 
more and more disturbed by blame, therefore we are principally led 
by glory, and can scarcely endure life with disgrace 


Peoposition ^^^^umility 
spring from reason. 


IS not a virtue, that is to say, it does not 


Demonstration. Humility is sorrow which springs from this that a 
man contemplates his own weakness (Def. 26 of the emotions). ^But 
in so far as a man knows himself by true reason is he supposed to 
understand his essence, that is to say (Prop. 7, pt 3) , his power . If, 
therefore, while contemplating himself, he perceives any impotence o f 
. his, this is not due to his understanding himself, but, as we have shown 
(Prop. 55, pt. 3), to the fact that his power of action is rest rained . 
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But if we suppose that he forms a conception of his own impotence 
because he understands something to be more powerful than himself, 
by the knowledge of which he limits his own power of action, in this 
case we sunply conceive that he understands himself distinctly (Prop. 
26, pt. 4), and his power of action is increased. Humility or sorrow . 
therefore, which arises beca use a man contemplates his own impotence 
does not spring from true contemplation or reason, and is not a virtue, 
but a passion. — Q.E.n 


PROFOSiTion^'Ll^^^epentaiice ts not a virtue, that is to say, it does not 
spring from reason, on the contrary, the man who repents of what he 
has done is doubly wretched or impotent. 

Demonstration. The first part of this proposition is demonstrated 
m the same manner as the preceding proposition The second part 
follows If Am the definition alone of this emotion (Def. 27 of the 
emotions ) For, m the first place, we allow ourselves to be overcome 
by a depraved desire, and, in the second place, by sorrow. 

Note Inasmuch as men seldom live as reason dictates, therefore 
these two emotions, humility and repentance, together with hope and 
fear, are productive of more profit than disadvantage, and therefore, 
smce men must sin, it is better that they should sm in this way. For 
if men, impotent in mmd, were all equally proud, were ashamed of 
nothing, and feared nothmg, by what bonds could they be united or 
constramed? The multitude becomes a thing to be feared if it has 
nothmg to fear It is not to be wondered at, therefore, that the 
prophets, thmking rather of the good of the community than of a 
few, should have commended so greatjy humility, repentance, and 
reverence. Indeed, those who are subject to these emotions can be 
led much more easily than others, so that, at last, they come to live 
accordmg to the guidance of reason, that is to say, become free men 
and enjoy the life of the blessed. 

PnoPosmoi^j^^/^Ae greatest pride or the greatest despondency is the 
greatest ignorance of one’s self. 

Demonstration. This is evident from Defs. 28 and 29 of the emotions. 
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PsoposmoN greatest pride or despondency indicates the 

greatest impotence of mtnd. 

Demonstration. The primary foundatio n of virtue is the preservation 
of our being (Corol. Prop 22, pt. 4) according to the guidance of 
reason (Fr^p. 24, pt. 4). .The man, t herefore, who is ignorant of 
himself is ignorant of the f oundation of all the virtues, and conse- 
quently is ignorant of all the virtues . Again, to act in conformity 
with virtue is nothing but actmg according to tbe guidance~o Treaso n 
(trop. 24, pt. ^,‘and he who' acts according to the guidance of reason 
must necessarily know "that he acts according to~tEe guidan ce of 
reason (Prop. 43, pt. 2). He, th erefore, wh o is ignor ant of himself, 
and consequently (as we have just sho wn) altogether ignorant of ^ 
the virfue's, cannot in any way act m conformity with v i rtue , that is 
to s ay (Def 8, pt. 4)^ is altogether impotent in mmd . Therefore 
(Prop, ss, pt. 4)^ the greatest prid e or despondency indseates the 
greate st im potence of mmd. — q e.d. 

Corollary Hence follows, with the utmost clearness, tha t the 
proud and the despondmg are above all others subject to em()tions. 

Note Despondency, nevertheless, can be corrected more easily 
than pride, since the former is an emotion of sorrow, wh ile the latter 
is an emotion o f jo y, and is, therefore ( Prop 18, pt 4). stronger tha n 
the former! 


Propositioi^L^JI^TAc proud man loves the presence of parasites or 
flatterers, and hates that of the noble-minded. 


Demonstration. Pride is joy arising from a man’s having too high 
an opmion of hunself (Defs 28 and 6 of the emotions) This opmion' 
a proud man will endeavor, as much as he can, to che rish "(Note, 
Prop. 1.3, pt. 3), and, therefore, will love the presence o f parasites or 
flatterers (the definitions of these people are omitted because they are 
too well known) , and will shun that of th e noble-nunded who think 
of him as is right. — q e.d. 

Note. It would take too much time to enumerate here all the evils 
of pride, for the proud are subject to all emotions, but to none are 
th^ less subject than to those of love and' pity. It is necessary. 
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however, to observe here that a man is also called proud if he fhinlra 
too little of other people, and so, in this sense, pride is to be defined 
as joy which arises from the false opinion that we are superior to other 
people, while despondency, the contrary to this pnde, would be defined 
as sorrow arising from the false opmion that we are inferior to other 
people. This being understood, it is easy to see that the proud man 
is necessarily envious (Note, Prop. 55, pt. 3), and that he hates those 
above all others who are the most praised on account of their virtues. 
It follows, too, that his hatred of them is not easily overcome by love 
or kmdness (Note, Prop. 41, pt. 3), and that he is delighted by the 
presence of those only who humor his weakness, and from a fool make 
him a madman. Although despondency is contrary to pride, the 
despondent man is closely akin to the proud man. For since the 
sorrow of the despondent man arises from his judging his own im- 
potence by the power or virtue of others, his sorrow will be mitigated, 
that is tt) «ay, he will rejoice, if his imaguiation be occupied in con- 
templatmg the vices of others. Hence the proverb, “It is a consolation 
to the wretched to have had companions in their misfortunes ” On 
t^e other hand, the more the despondent man believes himself to be 
below other people the more will he sorrow; and this is the reason 
why none are more prone to envy than the despondent, and why th^, 
above all others, try to observe men’s actions with a view to findmg 
fault with them rather than correcting them, so that at last they 
praise nothing but^espondency and glory in it, but in such a manner, 
however, as always to seem despondent 

These thmgs follow from this emotion as necessarily as it follows 
from tl c nature of a triangle that its three angles are equal to two 
right angles It is true, mdeed, that I have said that I call these and 
the like emotions evil, in so far as I attefld to human profit alone, but 
the laws of Nature have regard to the common order of Nature of 
which man is a part — a remark I desired to make in passing lest it 
should be thought that I talk about the vices and absurdities of men 
rather than attempt to demonstrate the nature and properties of 
things. As I said m the Preface to the Third Part, I consider human 
emotions and their properties precisely as I consider other natural 
objects; and, mdeed, the emotions of man, if they do not show his 
power, show at least the power and workmanship of Nature, no less 
than many other thmgs which we admire and delight to contemplate. 
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I proceed, however, to notice those things connected with the emotions 
which are productive either of profit or loss to man. 


Proposition LVHIf' Sdf-exaltation is not opposed to reason, but may 
spring from^t. 

Demonstration. This is plain from Def. 30 of the emotions, and 
also from the definition of honor m Note i, Prop. 37, pt. 4. 

Note. What is called “vaingloiy” is self-satisfaction nourished by 
notliing but the good opmion of the multitude, so that, when that is 
withdrawn, the satisfaction, that is to say (Note, Prop 52, pt. 4), the 
chief good which every one loves, ceases. For this reason those who 
glory m the good opinion of the multitude anxiously and with daily 
care strive, labor, and struggle to preserve their fame. For the multi- 
tude is changeable and fickle, so that fame, if it be not presej-fed, soon 
passes away. As everyone, moreover, is desirous to catch the praises 
of the people, one person will readily destroy the fame of another, 
and, consequently, as the object of contention is what is commonlv 
thought to be the highest good, a great desire arises on the part of 
everyone to keep down his fellows by every possible means, and he 
who at last comes off conqueror boasts more because he has mjured 
another person than because he has profiled himself. This glory of 
self-satisfaction, therefore, is mdeed vain, for it«s really no glory. 
What is worthy of notice with regard to shame may easily be gathered 
from what has been said about compassion and repentance. I will 
only add that pity, like shame, although it is not a virtue, is never- 
theless good m so far as it shows that a desire of living uprightly is 
present m the man who is possessed with shame, just as pain is called 
good m so far as it shows that the mjured part has not yet putrefied. 
A man, therefore, who is ashamed of what he has done, although he 
is sorrowful, is nevertheless more perfect than the shameless man who 
has no desire of livmg uprightly. These are the things which I under- 
took to establish with regard to the emotions of j'oy and sorrow. With 
reference to the desires, these are good or evil as they spring from good 
or evil emotions. All of them, however, m so far as they are begotten 
in us of emotions wherem the mind is passive, are blind (as may easily 
be inferred from what has been said in Note, Prop. 44, pt. 4), nor 
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would they be of any use if men could be easily petsuaded to live 
according to the dictates of reason alone, as I shall show in a few words. 

Proposition all achons to which we are determined by an 
emotion wherein the mind ts passive we may, without the emotion, 
be determined by reason 

Demonstration. To act accordmg to reason is nothmg (Prop. 3, 
and Def 2, pt 3) but to do those things which foUow from the necessity 
of our nature c onsidered in itself alone But sorrow is evil so far as 
It lessens or r estrams this power ^ action (Prop 41, pt. 4), therefore, 
we can be determined~by this emotion to no action which we could 
not perform if we were led 6y reason Again, joy is evil so far only 
as it hmders our fito ess for ac tion (Props 41 and 43, pt. 4) , and there- 
fore als o we can so far be determined to no action which w e c ould n ot 
do if w e were led by reason Fmally, m so far as j‘oy is good, so far 
it agrees w'ith reason (for it consists m this that a man’s power of 
action is increased or assisted), and the mmd is not passive therein 
tmless*m so far as man’s power of action is not mcreased sufficiently 
for him to conceive adequately himself and his actions (Prop 3, pt. 3, 
with Its Note) If, therefore, a man affected wnth joy were led to 
such perfection as to conceive adequately himself and his actions, he 
would be fitted — better even than before — for the performance of 
those actions to Which he is now determmed by the emotions where- 
m the mmd is passive But all the emotions are related to joy, 
sorrow, or desire (see the explanation of Def. 4 of the emotions), and 
desire (Def i of the emotions) is nothing but the endeavor itself to 
act, therefore to all actions to which we are determined by an emotion 
wherein the mind is passive we may without the emotion be deter- 
mined by reason alone — q l d. 

Another Demonstration Any action is called evil in so far as it 
arises from our being affected w ith h.itred or some evil emotion (Corol. 
I, Prop 45, pt 4) But no action considered m itself alone is either 
good or evil (as we have already shown m the preface to this part), 
but one and the same action is sometimes good and sometimes evil. 
Therefore we may be led by reason (Prop. 19, pt. 4) to that same 
action which is sometimes evil or which arises from some evil emotion. 
— Q E.D. 
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Note. This can be explained more clearly by an example. The 
action of striking, for instance, in so far as it is considered physically, 
and we attend only to the fact that a man raises his arm, closes his 
hand, and forcibly moves the whole arm downwards, is a virtue which 
is conceived from the structure of the human body. If, therefore, 
a man agitated by anger or hatred is led to close the fist or move the 
arm, this comes to pass, as we have shown m the Second Part, because 
one and the same action can be joined to different images of things, 
and therefore we may be led to one and the same action as well by 
the images of things which we conceive confusedly as by those which 
we conceive clearly and distinctly. It appears, therefore, that every 
desire which arises from an emotion wherein the mind is passive would 
be of no use if men could be led by reason. We shall now see why a 
dewe which arises from an emotion wherein the mind is passive is 
called blind. 

Paoposnio\J^^^^/ie desire which arises from joy or sorrow, which is 
related to one or to some, but not to all, the parts of the body, has no 
regard to the profit of the whole man 

Demonstration. Let it be supposed that a part of the body — A, 
for example — is so strengthened by the force of some external cause 
that it prevails over the others (Prop. 6, pt 4). It will not endeavor, 
therefore, to lose its strength m order that the remaining parts of the 
body may perform their functions, for m that case it would have a 
force or power of losing its strength, which (Prop. 6, pt. 3) is absurd. 
It will endeavor, therefore, and consequently (Props. 7 and 12, pt. 3) 
the mind also will endeavor, to preserve this same state, and so the 
desire which arises from such an emotion of joy has no regard to the 
whole man. If, on the other hand, it be supposed that the part A is 
restrained so that the other parts prevail, it can be demonstrated m 
the same way that the desire which sprmgs from sorrow has no regard 
to the whole man. — q e d. 

Note. Since, therefore, joy is most frequently related to one part of 
die body (Note, Prop. 44, pt. 4), we generally desire to preserve our 
being without reference to our health as a w'hole; and, moreover, the 
desires by which we are chiefly controlled (Corol. Prop. 9, pt 4) have 
regard to the present only, and not to the future. 
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Propositioi|^1P^^i<^ desire which sprmgs from reason can never be in 


excess. 


Demonstration Des ire (Def. i of the emotions) , absolutely con- 
sidered, is the very essence of man, in so far as he is co nceived as 
tdetermined i n any way whatever to any ac^nTa ncT flierefore the 
3 es ire which sprmgs from reason, that is to say (Prop 3, pt. 3), which 
13 begotten in us in so far as we act, is the very essence o r nature of 
man in so far a s it b conceived as determine d to actions which are 
ade quat ely conceived b y tlie essence of man alone (Def. 2, pt 3). If, 
therefore, this desire could be in excess, it would be possible for human 
nature, considered in itself alone, to exceed itself, or, in other words, 
more would be possible to it than is possible, which is a manifest 
contradiction, and therefore this desire can never be in excess. — q.e.d. 


Proposition In so far as the conception of an object ts formed 
by the mind according to the dictate of reason, the mind is equally 
afected, whether the idea be that of something future, past, or present. 

Demonstration. Everything which th e mind, under the guidance of 
reason, conceives, it conceives under the s ame form of et er nity or 
"Necessity (Corol 2, Prop 44, pt^i), and it is affec ted with the same 
certamty (Prop. 43^ pt. 2, and its Note). Therefore, whether the idea 
be one of a future, past, or present object, the m ind c on ceiv e s the 
object with the same necessity, and K affected with the same certainty , 
and wheth er the idea be th at of a future, p ast, or prese nt object, it 
wil l never&eless be equally true (Prop 41, pt 2), that is to say (Def. 4, 
pt. 2), it will always have the same properties of an adequate idea. 
Therefore, in so far as the cd 5 icepTt 3 iI" 6 f' aifobjccr is tormed Dy the 
mind according to the dictates of reason, the mmd will be affected in 
the same way whether the idea be that of something future, past, or 
present — q e d. 

Note. If it were possible for us to p»osseaS an adequate knowledge 
concerning the duration of things and to determine by reason the 
periods of their existence, we should contemplate with the same 
emotion objects future and present, and the good which the mind 
conceived to be future, it would seek just as it would seek the present 
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good. Consequently, it would necessarily neglect the present good 
for the sake of a greater future good, and would, as we shall presently 
show, be very httle disposed to seek a good which was present, but 
which would be a cause of any future evil. But it is not possible for 
us to have any other than a very inadequate knowledge of the duration 
of things (Prop. 31, pt 2), and we determine (Note, Prop. 44, pt. 2) 
the periods of the existence of objects by the imagination alone, which 
is not affected by the image of a present object in the same way as it 
is by that of a future object. Hence it comes to pass that the true 
knowledge of good and evil which we possess is only abstract or univer- 
sal; and the judgment we pass upon the order of things and the con- 
nection of causes, so that we may determine what is good for us m the 
present and what is evil, is rather imaginary than real. It is not, 
therefore, to be wondered at if the desire which arises from a knowledge 
of good and evil, m so far as this knowledge has regard to the future, 
is capable of bemg easily restrained by the desire of objectsawhich are 
sweet to us at the present moment. (See Prop 16, pt 4 ) 


Proposition He who is led by fear and does what ts good 

order that he may avoid what ts evtl ts not led by reason. 


♦ 

tn 


Demonstration. All the emotions which are related to th e mmd, in 
so far as it acts, that is to say (Prop. 3, pt. 3), which are rela ted to 
reason, are no other than emotions of iov and desire (Prop. 59, pt. 3); 
and therefore (Def. 13 of the emotion s), he who is led b y fear and dora 
good through fear of evil is not led by reason — q.e.d. 

Note The superstitious, who know better how to rail at vice than 
to teach virtue, and who studj' not to lead man by reason, but to 
hold him in through fear, in order that he may shun evil rather than 
love virtue, aim at notliing more than that others should be as miserable 
as themselves, and, therefore, it is not to be wondered at if they gen- 
erally become annoying and hateful to men. 

Corollary. By the desire which springs from rea son we follow go od 
directly and avoid evil indir ectly 

Demonstration. For the desire which springs from reason cannot 
firing from sorrow, but only from an emotion of joy, in which the 
mind is not passive (Prop. 59, pt. 3), that is to say, from joy which 
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cannot be in excess (Prop. 6i, pt. 4). This desire springs, therefore 
(Prop. 8, pt. 4), from the knowledge of good, and not from the knowl- 
edge of evil, and therefore, according to the guidance of reason, we» 
seek what is good directly, and so far only do we shun what is evil. 
— Q r..D. 

Note. This corollary is explamed by the example of a sick man and 
a healthy man. The sick man, through fear of death, eats what he 
dislikes, the healthy man takes a pleasure in his foot!, and so enjoys 
life more than if he feared death and directly desired to avoid it 
So also the judge who condemns a guilty man to death, not from 
hatred or anger, but sold}' from love for the public welfare, is led by 
reason alone. 


Proposition The knowledge of evil is inadequate knowledge. 


Demonstrakon. The knowledge of evil (Prop 8, pt 4) is sorrow 
itself, in so far as we are conscious of it But sorrow is the passage 
~to*a less perfection (f)ef. 3 of tEe emotms), and it cannot, therefore , 
understood through the essenc e itself of man ( Props 6 and 7, pt 3). 
It is, therefore (Def. 2, pt 3), a passive state which (Prop. 3, pt. 3) 
de pends upon inadequate ideas, and consequently (Prop 29, pt. 2) 
the knowledge of sorrow, that is to say, the knowledge of evil, is 
inadequate. — q.e.d. 

Corollary Hence it follows that if the human mind h ad none but 
adequate ideas it would form no notion of evil. 


Proposition ^^Ny^ccording lo the guidance of reason, of two things 
which aregiwd, we shall follow the greater good, and of two evils, 
we shall follow the less. 

Demonstration. The good which hinders us from enjoying a greater 
good is really an evil, for good and evil (as we have shown in the pre- 
face to this part) are affirmed of things in so far as we compare them 
with one another. By the same reasonmg a less evil is really a good, 
and therefore (Corel. Prop. 63, pt. 4), according to the guidance of 
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leason, we shall seek or follow the greater good only and the lesser 
evil. — Q.E.D 

Corollary. According to the guidance of reason, we shall follow a 
lesser evil for the sake of a greater good, and a lesser good which is 
the cause of a greater evil we shall neglect. For the evil which we 
here call less is really a good, and the good, on the other hand, is evil, 
and therefore (Corol. Prop. 63, pt. 4) we shall seek the former and 
neglect the latter. — q.e d. 


Pkoposition According to the guidance of reason, we shall seek 

ike greater future good before that which is less and present, and we 
shall seek also the less and present ml b^ore that which is greater 
and future. 

Demonstration. If it were possible for the mind to have ^ adequate 
knowledge of a future object, it would be affected by the same emotion 
toward the future object as toward a present object (Prop. 62, pt. 4). 
Therefore, m so far as we attend to reason itself, as we are supposing 
in this proposition that we do, it is the same thing whether the greater 
good or evil be supposed to be future or present, and therefore (Prop. 
65, pt 4) we shall seek the greater future good before that which is 
less and present, etc. — q e.d. 

Corollary. According to the guidance of reasoji we shall seek the 
lesser present evil which is the cause of the greater future good, and 
the lesser present good which is the cause of a greater future evil we 
shall neglect This corollary is connected with the foregoing proposi- 
tion m the same way as Corol. Prop. 65 is connected with Prop. 65. 

ilTo/e If what has been said here be compared with what has been 
demonstrated about the strength of the passions in the first eighteen 
Props., pt 4. and in Note, Prop 18, pt 4, it will easily be seen in what 
consists the difference between a man who is led by emotion or opmion 
alone and one who is led by reason The former, whether he wills it 
or not, does those things of which he is entirely ignorant, but the latter 
does the will of no one but himself, and does those things only which 
he knows are of greatest importance in life, and which he therefore 
desires above all things. I call the former, therefore, a slave, and the 
latt)»fsee. 
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I will add here a few words concerning the character of the free 
man and his manner of life. 


Proposition free man thinks of nothing less than of death, 

and his wisdom is not a meditation upon death but upon life. 

Demonstration. A free man, that is to say, a man who live s acc ording 
to the dictates o f reason al one, is not led by the fear of dea th (Prop. 
^3) pt. 4), but directly desires the good (Corol. Prop. 63, pt. 4 ), that 
is to say (Prop. 24, pt. 4), desires to act, to live, and to preserve his 
being in accorda nce with the principle of seeking his own profi t. He 
think s, therefore, of nothing less than of death, and his wisdom is a 
meditation upon life. — q.e.d. ' 


Proposition were born free, they would form no con- 

ception of good and evil so long as they were free. 

Demonstration. I have said that that man is free who is led by 
r eason alone He, therefore, who is bor n free and reiriamrTree has no 
other than adequate ideas, and therefore has no conception of wil 
(Corol. Prop. 64, pt. 4 ), and co nsequently (as good and evil are correla- 
tive) no conception of good. — q.e d. 

N^ote, It is clear from Prop. 4, pt. 4, that the hypothesis of this 
proposition is false, and cannot be conceived unless in so far as we 
regard human nature alone or rather God, not in so far as He is infinite, 
but in so far only as He is the cause of man’s existence. This (to- 
gether with the other things we have before demonstrated) appears 
to have been what was meant by Moses in that history of the first 
man. In that history no other jKjwer of God is conceived except that 
by which He created man, that is to say, the power with which He 
considered nothing but the advantage of man. Therefore we are told 
that God forbad free man to eat of the tree of knowledge of good and 
evil, and warned him that as soon as he ate of it he would immediately 
dread death rather than desire to hve. Afterwards we are told that 
when man found a wife who agreed entnely with his nature, he saw 
that there could be nothing in Nature which could be more profitable 



THE ETHICS 


to him than hb wife. But when he came to believe that the brutes 
were like himself, he immediately began to imitate their emotions 
(Prop. 27, pt. 3) and to lose his liberty, which the Patriarchs after- 
wards recovered, being led by the spirit of Christ, that is to say, by 
the idea of God, which alone can make a man free, and cause him to 
desire for other men the good he desires for himself, as (Prop. 37, pt. 4) 
we have already demonstrated. 


Pkofosition virtue of a free man is seen to be as great in 

avoiding danger as in overcoming it. 

Demonstration. An emotion cannot be restrained or removed unless 
a contrary and stronger emotion restrains it (Prop. 7. Pt 4^ .but bimd 
audacity and fear are emotions whi ch may be conceived a^being 
equally great (Props. 5 and 3, pt 4).^he virtue or strength of mind. 


therefore (for the definition of this, see Note, Prop 59, pt. 3) , whic h is 
required to restrain audacity must be equ ally g reat with that which 
is required to restrain fear, that b tb~say (Defs 40 and 4x1 of the 
emotions)^ a free man avoids danger by the same v irtue of the mind 
as that by w hich H e seeks to overcome it. — q e.d 
Corollary. Flight at the proper 13 me, just as well as fighting, is to 
be reckoned, therefore, as showing strength of mind in a man who is 


free, that^ b to s ay, a f r ee man chooses Big ht by t he same stfength 
or presence of mind as ^at by which he chooses battle. 


Note. What strength of mind b or what I understand by it, I have 
explained in Note, Prop 59, pt. 3. By danger I understand anything 
which may be the cause of sorrow, hatred, dbcord, or any other evil 
like them. 


Proposition free man who lives amongst those who are 

ignorant strives as much as possible to avoid their favors. 

Demonstration. Everyone, according to his own dbposition, judges 


what b good (Note, Prop. 39, pt. 3). The ignora nt man, therefore, 
who has conferred a favor on another person will value it according 


to hb own way of thinking, and he will be sad if a less value seems to 




Note. I say “as much as possible ” For although men are ignorant, 
they are nevertheless men, who, when we are in straits, are able to 
afford us human assistance — the best assistance which man can 
receive. It is often nccessaiy, therefore, to receive a favor from the 
ignorant and to thank them for it according to their taste, and besides 
this, care must be used, even in declining favors, not to seem either 
to despise the givers or through avarice dread a return, so tliat we 
may not, while striving to escape Iheur hatred, by that very act incur 
their displeasure. In avoiding favors, therefore, we must be guided 
by a consideration of what is profitable and honoralile 


Proposition I 
one another 


w 


None bill those who are free are very gratiful to 


Demonstration. None b ut those who are free are very profitable to 
one another or are united by the closest bond of fnehcIsTilp (Prop. 35, 


pt. 4, and Corol. i), or with an equal zeal of love strive to do good to 


one another (Prop. 37, pt. 4) , and therefofe ^ef. 34 of the emotions 
‘none but those who are free are very grateful to one another. — q.e.d. 

iVotel The gratitude to one another 01 men who are lea by blind 
desire is generally a matter of business or a snare rather than gratitude. 
Ingratitude, it is to be observed, is not an emotion. It is nevertheless 
base because it is generally a sign that a man is too much affected by 
hatred, anger, pride, or avarice. For he who through stupidity does 
not know how to return a gift is not ungrateful; and much less is he 
ungrateful who is not moved by the gifts of a harlot to serve her lust, 
nor by those of a thief to conceal his thefts, nor by any other gifts of 
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a similar kind. On the contrary, a man shows that he possesses a 
steadfast mind if he does not suffer himself to be enticed by any gifts 
to his own or the common ruin. 


Proposition A free man neoer acts decei^idly, btU always 

honorably. 

Demonslration. If a free man did a nything deceitfully, in so f ar as 
he is free, he would do it at the biddin g of reas on (for so far only do 
we call him Iree) , and the'relore lo act deceitfully wou ld be a virt ue 
(Prop. 24, pt 4)^and consequently (by the same proposition) it would 
_be more advantageous to every one, for the preserv a tion of his being , 
to act deceit fully, that is to say (as is self-evident), it would be more 
advantageous to me n to agree only in words and to be opposed in 
. reahty, w hich (Corol. Prop 31, pt. 4 } is absurd. A free many therefore , 
etc . — Q.E.D. • 

Note. If it be asked whether, if a man by breach of faith could 
escape from the danger of instant death, reason does not coun^l hi]Q» 
for the preservation of his being, to break faith, I reply in the same 
way that if reason gives such counsel she gives it to all men, and reason 
therefore generally counsels men to make no agreements for unitmg 
their strength and possessing laws in common except deceitfully, that 
is to say, to have in reality no common law s, which is absurd. 

Proposition man who is guided by reason is freer in a 

State where hlT lives according to the common laws than he is in 
solitude, where he obeys himself alone. 

Demonstration. A man who is guided by reason is not led to ob^ 
by fear (Prop. 63, pt. 4), but in so far as he endeavors to preserve his 
being in accordance with the bidding of reason, that is to say (Note, 
Prop. 6^ pt. 4), in so far as he endeavors to live in freedom, does he 
desire to have regard for the common life and the common profit 
(Prop. 37, pt. 4); and consequently (as we have shown in Note 2, 
Prop. 37, pt. 4) he desires to live accordmg to the common laws of 
the State. A man, therefore, who is guided by reason desires, in order 
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that he may live more freely, to maintain the common rights of the 
State. — Q.E.D. 

Note. These, and the like things which we have demonstrated 
concerning the true liberty of man, are related to fortitude, that is to 
say (Note, Prop. 59, pt. 3), to strength of mind and generosity. Nor 
do I think it worth while to demonstrate here, one by one, all the 
properties of fortitude, and still less to show' how its possessor can 
hate no one, be angry with no one, can neither envy, be indignant 
with nor despise anybody, and can least of aU be proud. For all this, 
together with truths of a like kind which have to do with the true life 
and religion, are easily deduced from Props. 37 and 46, pt. 4, which 
show that hatred is to be overcome by love, and that everyone who 
is g[uided by reason desires for others the good which he seeks for him- 
self. In addition, we must remember what we have already observed 
in Note, Prop $0, pt. 4, and in other places, that the brave man will 
consider albove everything that all things follow from the necessity of 
the divine nature, and that, consequenfljv whatever he thinks injurious 
and evil, and, moreover, whatever seems to be impious, dreadful, 
4)Bjustf or wicked, arises from this that he conceives things in a dis- 
turbed, mutilated, and confused fashion For this reason, his chief 
effort is to conceive things as they are in themselves, and to remove 
the hindrances to true knowledge, such as hatred, anger, envy, derision, 
pride, and others of this kind which we have before noticed, and so 
he endeavors, as i*e have said, as much as possible to do well and 
rejoice. How far human virtue reaches in the attainment of these 
things, and what it can do, I shall show in the following part. 


APPENDIX 

My observations in this part concerning the true method of life 
have not been arranged so that they could be seen at a glance, but 
have been demonstrated here and there according as I could more 
easily deduce one from another I have determined, therefore, here 
to collect them, and reduce them under principal heads. 
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All our efforts or desires follow from the necessity of our nature in 
su^ a manner that they can be understdod'eitEer through it afohe' as' 
their proximate caus e, or in so far as we are a part of Nature, which 
part cannot be adequately c onceiv^ througETtself and without Ae 
other individuals. 


n. 

The desires which follow from our nature in such a manner that 
. they can be undeiitood through it alme are those which are related 
to the mind, in so far as it is conceived to consist of adequate ideas. 
The r emaining desires are not related to the mind, unless in so far as 
it conceives things inadequatel y, whose po wer and increase Cannot be 
determined by human power TIbut by t^ power of objects whidi are 
without us. The first k ind of desires, therefore, are properTy called 
actions, b^ the latter pa ss ive states, for the Sst always indicate onr 
power, and the latter, on the contra ry, mdicate our impotence aqd 
^perfect knowledge! 


m. 

Our actions, that is to say, those desires which are determined by 
plan’s power or reason, are alwa)rs good, £hT others may be good as 
well as evil. 


IV. 

It is therefore most profitable to us in life to m ake perfect the 
intellect or reason as far as possible, and in this one thing consists the 
highest hairiness or blessedn ess o f man; for blessedn^s is nothing Eut 
the pea ce of mind which springJIrom the intuitive knowledge of God, 
and to perfect the Intellect is nothing~but t o underatahd God,' together 
with the attributes and actions of God which flo^fro m~tEe neceiiity 
OT His na ture. The final aim, therefore, of a man who is guided by 
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reason, that is to say, the chief desire by which he strives to govern 
all his other desires, is that by which he is led adequately to conceive 
himself and all things which can be conceived by his intelligence. 


V. 

The re is no rational life therefore, without i ntell igence, and thing s 
are good onl y m so far as they assist man to enjoy that life of t he mind 
which is'd et ennm ed by intelligence. Those things alone, on the other 
hand, we call evil which hinder man rrom p ertectihg his re^n and 
enjoying a rational life. ~ 


VI. 

But because all those things of which man is the efBcient cause are 
necessarily good , It follows that no eviT can happen tcTman excepT 
f rom egtemal causes, that T s~tVsay| except in so far~asTie is a part of 
the whole of Nature, whose law sTiuinan nature is compelled to ob^ 
— compelled also to accom modate himself to this whole of Nature^ 
almost an infinite number of ways. 


VII. 


It is im possible that a man should not be a part of Nature and follow 
her common order; but if he be~ placed amongst individuals who agree 
with his n ature, his power of action will by that veiy fact be assisted 
and supported But if, on the contrary, he be placed amongst indT - 
viduals who do not in the least agree with h is nature, he will scarcely 
be able without great change on his part to accomm odate tumseir^ 
them. 


vm. 

Anything that exists in Nature which we judge to b e evil or able to 
hinder us from existing and enjoying a rational hfe, we are allowed to 
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lemove from us in that way which seems the safest; an d whatever, on 
the other ha nd, we judge to be good or to be profitable for the pres- 
ervation of our being or the enjo yment of a rational life, we are pe^ 
mitted to take for our use and use in any way we may thin k proper; 
and absolutely, everyone is allowed by the highest right of Nature to 
do tha t which he believes contributes to his oym profit. 


IX. 


Nothing , therefore, c an agree better with the nat ure of any object 
than other mdividuals of the same kmd, and so (see §7) there is 
Tin tViiTig more profitable to man for the preserv ation of h is bein^aiid 
the enjoyment of a rational life than a man ^0 is guideJhy reason. 
Again, since there is no single thing we know which is more excellent 
than a man who is guided by reason, it follows that there.is nothing 
by which a person can betjer show how much skdl and talent he 
possesses than by so educatmg men that at last they will live under 
the direct authority of reason. 


X. 

In so far as men are carried away by envy or any emotion of hatred 
toward one another, so far are the y contraryto one another, and, consc;- 
quently, so muc h the more are they to be feared, a s they h ave more, 
power than other individual parts of Nature. 


XI. 


Minds, nevertheless, arc not conquered by arms, but by lov e and 
generosity. 


XII. 

Above all things it is profitable to men to form communities and to 
i^te themselves to one another by bonds wmcn may make all of th'^ 
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as one man; and, absolutely, it is profitable for them to do w hat ever 
may tend to strengthen their frifinriships. ~ 


xm. 


But to accomplish this, skill and watchfulness are required; for 
men are changeable ( those being very few who live accordin g to the 
laws of reason), and nevertheless generally envious and more indinecT 
to vengeance than pity. To bear with each, thereto re, according to 
his disposition and to refr^n from imitating his emotions req uires a 
singula r power of mind. But those, o n the contrary, who know how 
to revile men, to denouncevices rather than teach virtues, and not to 
strengthen men’s minds but to weaken them, are injurious both to 
themselves and others, so that many of them, through an excess of 
impatience and a false zeal for religion, prefer living witn brutes ratner 
than amongst men, just as boys or yo'jths, unable to endure witli 
equanimity the rebukes of their parents, fly to the army, choosing 
tJig diseonoiorts of war and the rule of a tyrant rather than the com- 
forts of home and the admonitions of a father, suffering all kinds of 
burdens to be imposed upon them in order that they may revenge 
themselves upon their parents. 


XIV. 

Although, t here f ore, men generally de termine everything by their 
pleasure, many more advantages than disadvantages arise from theSF 
common union. It is better, therefore, to endure withTe^a himity the 
injuries inflict ed by tliem, and to apply our minds to thos^ t hin^ 
which subserve concord and the establishment of frienddbi^. 


XV. 

The things which beget concord are those which a re related to 
justice, integrity, and honor; for besides that which is unjust and 
injurious, men take ill also anything which is esteemed base, or that 
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anyone should despise the received customs of the State. But in ord er 
to vnn love, those things are chiefly necessa^wlucli nave reference to 
religion and piety. (See Notes i and 2 , Prop. 37; Note, Prop. 46, and 
^ote, rrop. 73, pt. 4.) 


XVI. 

Concord, moreover, is often produced by fear, but it is without good 
faith. It is to be observed, too, that fear arises from impotence of 
mind, and ther e fore is of no serv i ce to reas onj" nor is p ity, althou ^ 
it seems to present an appearance of piety. 


xvn. 

Men also are conquered by liberality, especial ly tlmse who have not 
the means wherewith to pro(rare what is necessa ry for tlie sup port of 
But to assist every one who is needy far su r passes t he 'strength 
or profit of a private person, for the wealth of a private {itTson 
altogether insufficient to supply such wants. Besid es, the power of 
any one man is too limited for him to be able to uni te every one with 
^imself in friendship The care, therefore, of the poor i s incumbent 
on the whole of society and concerns only the general profit. 


xvm. 

In the receipt of benefits and in returning thanks, care altogether 
different must be taken — concerning which see Note, Prop. 70, and 
Note, Prop. 71, pt. 4. 


XDC. 

The love of a harlot, that is to say, the lust of sexual intercourse, 
which arises from mere external form, and absolutely all love which 
i^gnizes any other cause than the freedom ot tbe mmd, easily passes' 
into hatred unless, which is wor s e, it becomes a spe cies of delirium. 
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and thereby discord is cheris hed rather than concord (Corol. Prop. 31, 
Pt- 3 )- 


XX. 

With regar d to marri age, it is plain that it is in accordance with 
reason if the desire of connection is engend ered not merely by external 
. form, but by a love of begetting children and wisely educating tE^ ; 
and if, in addition, the love both of the husband and wife has for its 
cause n ot external form merely, but chiefly liberty of mind^~ 


XXI 

Flattery, too, produces concord, but only by means of the disgraceful 
crime of slavery on perfidy; for there are none who are more taken by 
flattery than the pro ud, who wish to be fimt and are not sa 


XXII. 

_There is a false appearanc e of piety and religion in deje ction; and 
although dejection is the opposite of pride, the hu mble, dejected man 
isvery near akin to the proud (Note, Prop. 57, pt 4^ 


XXIII. 

Shame also contributes to concord* but only with regard to those 
matters wh ich c a nnot be concealed . Shame, too, inasmuch as it is a 
kind of sorrow, docs not belong to the service of reason. 


XXIV. 

The remaining emotions of sorrow which have man for their object 
are dire ctly opposed to justice, mtegrity, ho nor, piety, and religtog7 
and although indignation may seem to present an appearance of 
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equity, yet there is no law where it is allowed to everyone to judge the 
deeds of another, and to vindicate his own or a nother’ s right. 


XXV. 

Affabilit y, that is to say, the desire of pleasing men, which is deter- 
mined by reason, is related to piety (Note, Prop. 37, pt. 4). tluFif 
affability arise from an emotion, it is ambition or desire, by whicF 
men, generally under a false pretence of piety , excite discords and 
seditions, for he who desires to assist other people, either "By advice 
or by deed, m order that they may t oget her enjoy the hig'K e st'go od, 
will strive, above all things, to win their love, and n ot to draw them 
into admiration, so that a doctrine may be named after him , nor 
absolutely to give any occasion for envy . In c ommon conversation, 
too, he will avoid referring to the vices of mm, a nd will tak^care 5 nly 
sparingly to speak of human,impotence, while he will tal k~&.rgely of 
human virtue or power, and of tlie w ay by which it may be made 
perfect, so that men, being moved not by fear or aversioiTBut^ solel y 
by the emotion of ]oy, may endeavor as mu ch a^ tSey can to li ve under * 
the rule of reason. 


XXVI. 

.Except man, we know no mdividua l thmg in Nature in wh os e mind 
we can take pleasur e, nor anytlimg which we can unite with ourselves 
by friendship or any kind ot mtercourse, and therefore regard to ^ur 
own profit does not demand th at we should preserve a nything wh ich 
exists i n Nat ure except men, Biit teaches us to preserve it or destroy 
it in accordance~^tTrits varied uses, or to adapt it to our ow n service 
in any way whatever. 

xxvn. 

The profit which we derive from obj^ts without us, over and above 
the exper ience and knowledge which we obtain because~we oBserw 
them and change them iromlheir exjsfmg'formslhlo bthfers, iB ChieflT" 
the preservation of the body, and for this reason those objec t s are 
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the most profitable to us which can feed and nouri^ the body, so that 
all its parts are able properly to perform their functions, f or me 
more capable the body is of being afiected in many wa3rs, and affecting 
external bodies in many ways, the more capable of thinking is the 
mind (Props. 38 and 39, pt. 4). But there seem to b e very few things 
in Nature of this kind, and it is consequently necessary for the requisite 
nourishme nt of the b ody to use many diSerent kinds of food , for th e 
human body is composed of a great number of parts of different nature, 
which n eed const ant and varied food in o rder that the whole of the 
body may be equally adapted for all those th ings which can follow 
from its nature, and consequently that the inM also may be eqiuii^ 
adapted to conMiye inai^ t^^. 

xxvm. 

t 

The strength of one jnan would scarcely sufihce to obtain these 
thing^if men did not mutually assist one another. A s mone y has 
presente d us with an abstract of everything, it has come to pass that 
its i mage above ever) other usually occupies the mind of t he multitud e 
because they canTiinaprie hardlj' any nncTbt joy without the accom- 
panying idea of money as its cause. 

. XXIX. 

This, however , is a vice only in tho se who seek money not from 
poverty or necessity, but because they have learned the arts of gain 
. by which they^eep up a grand appcyance. As tor the body itseltj 
they feed it in accordance with custom, but sparingly because they 
believe that they lose so much of their goods as they spend upon the 
preservation of their body . Those, however, who know the true use 
of money, and regulate the measure of wealth according to them needs, 
^ live contented with few things. ~ ~ 


XXX. 


Since, therefore, t hose things are good which help the parts of the 
body to perform their functions, and since joy consists in this that 
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the power of man, in so far as he is made up of mind and body, is 
helped or inc reased, it follows that all those things which bring joy 
are good. But inasmuch as things do not work to this end — that 
they may ^ect us with joy — no r fa their power of action guided in 
accordance with our profit, and finally , since joy is general]^' relat ed 
chiefly to some one part of the body, it follows that generally the 
e motions of joy (unless reason and watchfulness be present), and 
consequently t he desires which are begotte n from them, are excessive. 
it fa to be add ed that an em otion causes us to put that thing first 
which is sw eet to us in the p resent, and that we are not a ble to Judge 
the future with an equal emotion (Note, Prop. 44. and Note, Prop. 
60, pt. 4). 


XXXI. 

Superstitio n, on_the c ontrg jy, seems to affirm _that what brings 
sorrow is good, and, on the contrary, that what brin gs joy fa~^ir 
But, as we have already said (Note, Prop. 45, pt. 4), no one accept 
an envious man is delighted at my impotence or disadvantage, for 
^ the greater the joy with which we ar e aff ec ted, t he greater the per- 
fection to which we pass, and consequently the more do wc participate 
Jn me oivine nature; nor can joy ever be evil which is controlled by 
a true cons ider ation for our own profit. On tiie otjier hand , theman 
who is led by fear and does w ha t is g ood that he m^ avoid'wharis 
evil, is not guided by reason. 


:dcxii. 

But hu man power is very limited and is infinitely surpassed by the 
power of external causes, so that we do not possess an absolute power 
to adapt to our service the things which are with out lis. JNevertheles s 
we shall bear with equanim ity those things w hich happen to ^ con- 
trary to what a consideration of our own profit demands if we are 
conscio us that we h ave performed our duty, that the poweF we have 
^uld no t reach so fw as to enable us to avoid tho se things, and that 
we are a part of the whol e of Nature, who se order we follow. If we 
clearly and distinctly understand this, the part of which is deter- 
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mined by intelligence, that is to say, the bette r part of us, will be 
entirely satisfied therewith, and in that satisf action will endeavor to 
persy rere; for, in so far as we un derst and, we cannot desire anything 
except wEat is necessary, nor, absolutely, can we b e satined with 
anything but the truth . Theref^, in so far as we understand these 
things properly, will the efforts of the better part of us agree with 
the order of the whole of Nature. 


PART FIVE 


Of the Power of the Intellect; 
or of Human Freedom 

PREFACE 

I PASS at length to the other part of Ethics which concerns the method 
or way which leads to freedom In this part, therefore, I shall treat 
of the pow er of reason, showing how much reason itself can control 
the emotions, and then what js freedom of mmd or blessedness. 
Thence we shall se e how much stronger the wise man is than the 
igno rant. In what manner and in what way the intellect, should be 
rendered perfect, and with what art the body is to be cared for in 
order that it may properly perform its functions, I have nothing to 
do with here, for the former belongs to logic, the latter to medicine. 

I shall occupy myself here, as I have said, solely with the powe? of'" 
the mind or of reason, first of all showing the ex te nt and natur e of the 
authority which it has ove r the emotions m resiraining them and 
govern ing them; for that we have not absolute authority over them 
we have already demonstrated] The Stoics indeed thought that the 
emotions depend absolutely on our will, and that we are absolutely 
masters over them; but they wxre driven, by the contradiction of 
experience, though not by their own principles, to confess that not a 
little practice and study are required in order to restrain and govern 
the emotions. This one of them attempted to illustrate, if I remember 
rightly, by the example of two dogs, one of a domestic and the other 
of a hunting breed, for he was able by habit to make the house-dog 
hunt, and the hunting dog, on the contrary, to desist from running 
after hares. To the Stoical opinion Descartes much inclines. He 
afiBrms that the soul or mind is united specially to a certain part of 
the brain called the pineal gland, which the mind by the mere exercise 
of the will is able to move in difierent ways, and by whose help the 
mind perceives all the movements which are excited in the body and 
external objects. This gland he affirms is suspended in the middle of 
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the brain in such a manner that it can be moved by the least motion 
of the animal spirits. Again, be affirms that any variation in the 
manner in which the a nima l spirits impinge upon this gland is followed 
by a variation in the manner in which it is suspended in the middle 
of the brain, and moreover that the number of different impressions 
on the gland is the same as that of the different external objects which 
propel the animal spirits towards it. Hence it comes to pass that if 
the gland, by the will of the soul moving it in different directions, be 
afterwards suspended in this or that way in which it had once been 
suspended by the spirits agitated in this or that way, then the gland 
itself will propel and determine the animal spirits themselves in the 
same way as that m which they had before been repelled by a similar 
suspension of the gland. Moreover, he affirmed that each volition of 
the mind is united in nature to a certain motion of the gland. For 
example, if a person wishes to behold a remote object, this volition 
will cause the pupil of the eye to dilate, but if he thinks merely of the 
dilation of the pupil, to have that yplition will profit him nothing 
because Nature has not connected a motion of the gland which ser\'es 
^juejpel the animal spirits toward the optic nerve in a way suitable 
for dilation or contraction of the pupil with the volition of dilation or 
contraction, but only with the volition of beholding objects afar off 
or close at hand. Fmally, he maintamed that, although each motion 
of this gland appears to be connected by Nature from the commence- 
ment of our life with an individual thought, these motions can never- 
theless be connected by habit with other thoughts — a proposition 
which he attempts to demonstrate in his “Passions of the Soul,” art. 

SO, pt. I. 

From this he concludes that there L^no mind so feeble that it cannot, 
when properly directed, acquire absolute power over its passions; for 
passions, as defined by him, are “perceptions or sensations, or emotions 
of the soul which are related to it specially, and which (N.B.) ate 
produced, preserved, and strengthened by some motion of the spirits.” 
(See the “Passions of the Soul,” art. 27, pt i.) But smee it is possible 
to join, to a certain volition any motion of the gland and, consequently, 
of the spirits, and since tlie determination of the will depends solely 
on our power, we shall be able to acquire absolute mastery over our 
pa.'iions provided only we determine our will by fixed and firm decisions 
by which we desire to direct our actions and bind wdth these decisions 
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' the movements of the passions we wish to have. So far as I can gather 
from his own words, this is the opinion of that distinguished man, 
and I could scarcely have believed it possible for one so great to have 
put it forward if it had been less subtle. I can hardly wonder enough 
that a philosopher who firmly resolved to make no deduction except 
from self-evident principles, and to affirm nothing but what he clearly 
and distinctly perceived, and who blamed all the schoolmen because 
they desired to explain obscure matters by occult qualities, should 
accept a hypothesis more occult than any occult quality. What does 
he understand, I ask, by the union of the mind and body? What clear 
and distinct conception has he of thought intimately connected with 
a certain small portion of matter? I wish that he had explained tliis 
union by its proximate cause. But he conceived the mind to be so 
distinct from the body that he was able to assign no single cause of 
this union, nor of the mind itself, but was obliged to bave recourse to 
the cause of the whole universe, that is to say, to God. *Again, I 
should like to know how maipr degrees of motion the mind can give 
to that pineal gland, and with how great a power the mind can hold 
it suspended. For I do not understand whether this gland is acte^OT 
by the mind more slowly or more quickly than by the animal spirits, 
and whether the movements of the passions, which we have so closely 
bound with firm decisions, might not be separated from them again 
by bodily causes, from which it would follow that although the mind 
had firmly determined to meet danger, and had joqjed to this decision 
the motion of boldness, the sight of the danger might cause the gland 
to be su^nded m such a manner that the mind could think of nothing 
but flight. Indeed, since there is no relation between the w'ill and 
motion, so there is no comparison between the power or strength of 
the body and that of the mind, and consequently the strength of the 
body can never be determined by the strength of the mind. It is to 
be ronembered also that this gland is not found to be so situated in 
the middle of the brain that it can be driven about so easily and in 
so many ways, and that all the nerves are not extended to the cavities 
of the brain. Lastly, I omit all that Descartes asserts concerning the 
will and the freedom of the will, since I have shown over and over 
again that it is false. Therefore, inasmuch as the power of the mind, 
as I have shown above, is determined by intelligence alone, we shall 
determine by the knowledge of the mind alone the remedies against 
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the emotions — remedies which every one, I believe, has experienced, 
although there may not have been any accurate observation or distinct 
perc^tion of them, and from this knowledge of the mind alone shall 
we deduce everything which relates to its blessedness. 


AXIOMS 

two contrary actions be excited in the same subject, a change 
must'necessarily take place in both, or in one alone, until they cease 
to be contrary. 

.^2j^he power of an emotion is limited by the power of its cause, 
in so far as the essence of the emotion is manifested or limited by the 
essence of the cause itself. 

This axiom is evident from Prop. 7, pt. 3. 


PROPOSITIONS 

PR0PosiTioij-*;.-ris thoughts and the ideas of things are arranged and 
connected tn the mind, exactly so are the modifications of the body 
or the images of things arranged and connected in the body. 

Demonstration. The order and connection of ideas is the same 
(Prop. 7, pt. 2) as the order and connection of things, and, vi ce ver sa, 
the order and conne ction of things is the same (Corol. Props. 6 and 7, 
pt. 2 ) as the order and connection ot |deas. Therefore, as the order 
and connection of ideas in the mind is according to the order and 
connection of the modifications of the body (Prop. 18, pt. 2) , it follows, 
vice versa (Prop. 2, pt. 3), that the order and connection of the modifi- 
cations of the body is according to th e order and connection in the 
mind of the thoughts and ideas of things. — q.e.o^ 


PROPOSiTiONj^^[fwe detach a perturbation of the mind or an emotion 
from the thought of an external cause and connect it with other 
thoughts, then the love or hatred toward the external cause and the 
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fluctuations of the mind which arise from these emotions will be 
destroyed. 

Demonstration. That which constitutes the form of love or hatred 
is joy or sorrow, accompanied with the idea of an external cause (Defs. 
6 and 7 of the emotions). If this idea therefore be taken away, the 
form of love or hatred is also removed, and therefore th^e emotions 
and any others which arise frem them are destroyed. — q.e.d. 


emotion which is a passion ceases to be a passion 
as soon as we form a clear and distinct idea of it. 


Demonstration An emotion which is a passion is a confused idea 
(by the general definition of the emotions). If, therefor e, we fo rm a 
clear and distinct idea of this emotion, the idea will not be distmguished 
— except by reason — from fli is emotio n, in so far as th e em otion is 
related to the mind alone ( Prop. 21, pt 2, with its Note ), “^d there- 
fore ( Prop 3, pt 3) the emotion will cease to be a passion. — ’fJfSsb. 

Corollary. In prq^rtion, then, as we know an emo tion b etter is it 
more witlim our control, and the less does the mind suffer from it. 


Pnoposmo^^f.' There is no modification of the body of which we cannot 
form some dear and distinct conception. 


Demonstration. Those things which are comm on to all cannot be 
otherwise than adequately conceived (Prop. 38, pt. 2), and therefore 
(Prop. 12, and Lem 2, following Note, Prop. 13, pt. 2 ) there i s no 
modification of the body of which we ca nnot form some clear and 
distinct conc eption. — Q e d. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that th e re is n o emotio n of which we 
^nnot form some clear and distmet conception. For an emotion is 
an idea of a mo dification of the body (by the general definition of the 
emotions) ^jind this idea therefore (Prop. 4, pt. 5 ) mus t involv e som e 
clear and disti nct conception. 

ifote. Since nothing exists from which som e effect does not follow 
(Prop. 36, pt. i), and since we u^erstand cl^ly and distinctly every- 
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^ung which follows from an idea which is adequate in us ( Prop. 40, 
pf. a), it is a necessary consequence that everyone has the power , 
partly; at lea st, if not absolu tely, of understanding clearly and dis- 
tinctly himself and his emotions, and Consequentl y of bFinging it to 
pass that he suffers less from them. We have t herefore ma My to 
strive to ac quire a clear and distinct k nowledge as far as possible of 
eacliemotlon, so that the mind may be led to pass from the emotion 
to think those things which it perceives clearly and distinctly, and 
with which it is enti rely satisfied, and to strive also that the emotion 
may be separated from the thought of an e x ternal ca use and connected 
with true thouglUs. Ilius not only love, hatred, e tc, will be destroyed 
(Prop 2, pt. 5), but also the appetites or desires to which the emotion 
gives rise cannot b e exc^Iye " (Prop 61, pt. 4). For It is above ever^ 
thing to be observed that the appetite by which a man is said to act 
IS one anJ the same appetite as that by which he is said to suffer. 
f'or exaii^le, we have shown that human nature Is” so constituted 
that every one desires that other people should live according to his 
way of thmkmg (Note, Prop. 31, pt. 3), a desire which in a man who 
, iSjjwv^^ided by reason ia a passion which is called ambition, and is 
not very different from pride, while, on the other hand, in a man who 
lives according to the dictates of reason it is an action or virtue which 
is called piety (Note, i Prop. 37, pt. 4, and Demonst. 2 of the same 
Prop.). In th e saraejianner, ail the appetites or desires are passions 
only in so far as they arise from Inadequate” ideas, 'amTare’cIass^ 
almong the virtues whenevVr they are e.xcited or begotten by adequafe 
id^s; lor iin the desires by which we are^etermmed to any action 
may arise either from adeijuate or inadequate ideas (Prop. 59, pt. 4). 
To return, therefore, to the point Itrom wbich we set out : there is no 
remedy w'ithin our power which can be conceived more exce llent for ~~ 
the emotions th an that "w’hich consists in a true kribwde dge of them, 
since the mind possesses no other powFer than tliat of thinking ai^ 
forming adequate ideas, as we~Eave shown above (Prop. 3, pt. ^ 


IpROfOsmosVy^n emotion toward an object which we do not imagine 
as necessitry, possible, or contingent, but which we simply imagine, 
is, other things being equal, the greatest of aU. 
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Demonstration. The em oti on toward an object which we imagine 
to be free is greater* than toward one which is necessary (Prop. 49, pt. 
3), and c onsequ ently still greater than toward one which we itnagine 
as ^ssible or contingent (Prop, ii^ pt. 4). _But to imagine an object 
as free can be nothing else than to imagine it simply, while we_^ow’ 
not the^uses by which it w as determined to action. (See Note, 
Prop. 3S, pt. 2.) An em otion, t herefore, toward an obje ct which we 
sin^y imagine iSj^ other things being equ^, greater than toward one 
whic h we imagine as ne cessary, possib le, or contingent, and cons^ 
quently greatest of all. — q.e.d. 


pROPOsmoiijJjfJ?T« so far as the mind understands all things as neces- 
sary, so far has it greater power over the emotions, or suffers less from 
them. 

Demonstration. The mi nd im derstands all thin gs to be* necessary 
(Prop. 29, pt. i) , and det ertnined by an infi nite c hain of causes to 
existence and action (t*rop 28, pt. i j^and, th erefore (Prop. 5, pt. 5), 
TO far enables itselT to suffer less from the emot ions which arige"fli».m< 
these things, and (Prop. 48, pt. 3 ) to feel less emotion toward them . 
— Q.E.D. ' 

Note. The more this knowledge that things are necessary is applied 
to individ nal t hings w hich we imagine more distinctly and more 
vividly, t he greater is this power of the mind ovt^r the emotions — a 
fact to which experience also testifies, for we see that sorrow for the 
loss of anything good is diminished if the person who has lost it con- 
siders that it could not by any possibflity have been preserved. So 
also we see that nobody pities an infant because it does not know how 
to speak, walk, or reason, and lives so many years not conscious, as 
it were, of itself; but if a number of human beings were bom adult, 
and only a few here and there were bom infants, everyone would pity 
the infants because we should then consider infancy not as a thing 
natural and necessary, but as a defect or fault of Nature. Many other 
facts of a similar kind we might observe. 


PROFOSmoNlB^C^^e emotions which spring from reason or which are 
excited by it are, if time be taken into account, more powerful than 
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those which are rdated to individual objects which we contemplate as 
absent. 

I 

Demonstration. We do not contemplate an object as absen t by 
reason of the emotion by which we imagine it , but by reason of the 
7 act that the b ody is affected with another emotion w hich eidudes 
t he existence of that object (Prop. 17, pt. 2). _ The emotion , therefore, 
which is related to an object which we cont^pkte as abse nt is not~ 
of such a nature as to overcome the other actions and power of maJi 
(concerning these things see Prop. 6, pt. 4) , but, on the contrary, is of 
such a nature that it can in some way be restrained by those emotion s 
which exclude the existence of its external cause (Prop. 9, pt. 4). But 
the emotion which arises from reas on is necessarily related to the 
common properties of things (s ee definition of reason in Note 2, Prop. 
40, pt. 2 ) which w e always contemplate as present (for nothing can 
exist which excludes their present existence;, ancTwhich we always 
i magin e in the same way (Prop. 38, pt? 2). This emotion, therefore, 
always remains the sarnie, and consequently (Ax. 1, pt. 5) the emotions 
wihch^are confraiy to It, and which are not maintained by their 
external rause, ~must more and more accommo dat e themselv es tolt 
until they are no longer contrary to it. So far, therefore^ the emoiSon 
whic^ springs fr om reason is the stronger . — q.e.d. 


Proposition ^jJ^yThe greater the number of the causes which simul- 
taneously concur to excite any emotion, the greater it wUl be. 

Demonstration. A number of simulta'heous causes can do more than 
if they were fewer (Prop. 7, pt. 3), and therefore (Prop. 5, pt. 4) the 
greater the number of the simultaneous causes by which an emotion 
is excited, the greater it is. — q.ej). 

Note. This proposition is also evident from Ax. 2, pt. 5. 


PROPOSiTioiAigC?®^5^ we are afecied by an emotion which is related to 
many and dijferent causes which the mind contemplates at the same 
time with the emotion itsdf, we are less injured, suffer less from it. 
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and are less a£ected therefore toward each cause than if we were 
affected hy another emotion equally great which is related to one 
cause only or to fewer causes. 

Demonstration. An emot ion is bad or injurious only in so far as it 
hinders the mind from Linking (Props. 26 an^ 27, pt. 4)^ and therefore 
that emotion by which the mmd is determined to the contemplatlra 
of a. number of objects at the same time is less injurious t han another 
emotion equally great which holds the mind in the contemplation of 

one object alone or of a few objectSj so that it cannot think of others. 
This is the first thmg we had to ^^ve Apm , since the essence of 
Jhe mind , tha^is to say (Prop. 7, pt. 3),^ its pow er, consists in thought 
alone (Prop iii pt 2 ), the mmd suffers less througE~an emotion "by 
which it is determined to the contemplation ora~humber oT objects 
at the same" lime tEan tRFou'gli an emotion equally great which holds 
IT occup ^ urthe" contem plation oi one ohjcH Jonc'or'of a fe^ objects 
This is the second thing we had to prove. , Finally, this emotion (Prop. 
48, pt. 3) ^ in so far as it is related to a number of e xtern al cau ses, is 
therefore less toward each. — q.i:.d. 


PEOPOsrrio:^j^,^^^ 5 o long as we are not agitated hy emotions which are 
contrary to our nature do we possess the power of arranging and 
connecting the modifications of the body according to the order of the 
intellect. 

Demonstration. The emotions which are contra ry to our nature, 
that is to say (Prop. 30, pt 4) ^ which are evil, are evil so far as they 
hinder theliund from unders tanding (Prop. 27, pt 4). So lo ng, th ere- 
fore, as we are not agitated by emotions which are contr ary to our 
nature, so long the power of the mind by which it endeavors tolinder*" " 
stand things ( Prop. 26, pt. 4 )_is not hindered, and there fore so long 
does it po ssess the power of for ming clear jindjiistinct ideas and ol 
deducing them the one from the other (see Note 2” Prop. 40^ and 
b^(>te, I^rop. 47, pt. 2). So long, conseque ntly (Prop, i, pt 5) , do w e 
possess th e power of arranging and conn ecting the modifications oT 
pie body according to t he ord er of the inte llect. — q.e.d. 

' Note. Through this power of properly arranging and connecting 
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t he modifications of the body we can prevent ourselves from b^ing 
easily greeted by evil emotions. For (Prop. 7, pt. 5) a greater powCT 
is required to restrain emotions which are arrange d and connected 
according to the order of the intellect than is required to lestialn 
those which are uncertain and unsettled . The best thing, theietore, 
we can do, so long as we lack a pierfect knowledge of our emotions. 
Is to conceive a ri ght rule of life or sure maxims {dogmata) of life*— 
to commit these latter to memory, and constantly to apply them to 
the particular cases which frequently meet us in M e, so that our ima^ 
ination may b e wi d ely a ff ected by t hem, and they may always be 
ready to hand. For example, amongst the maxims of life we have 
placed this (see Prop. 46, pt. 4, wuth its Note) — that hatred is to.be 
conquered by love or generosity, and is not to be met with hatred in 
return. But in order that we may always have this prescript of reason 
in readiness whenever it will be of service, we must think over and 
often meditate upon the common injuries inflicted by men, and con- 
sider how and in what way they may bfst be repelled by generosity; 
for thus we shall connect the image of injury with the imagination of 
this.m^xim, and (Prop 18, pt 2) it will be at hand whenever an injury 
is offered to us If we also continually have regard to our own true 
profit and the good which follows from mutual friendship and common 
fellowship, and remember that the highest peace of mind arises from 
a right rule of life (Prop 52, pt. 4), and also that man, like other 
thmgs, acts accordyig to the necessity of nature, then the injury or 
the hatred which usually arises from that necessity will occupy but 
the least part of the imagination, and will be easily overcome; or 
supposing that the anger which generally arises from the greatest 
injuries is not so easdy overcome, it wdll nevertheless be overcome, 
although not without fluctuation of mind, in a far shorter space of 
time than would have been necessary if we had not possessed those 
maxims on which we had thus meditated beforehand. This is evident 
from Props. 6, 7, and 8, pt. 5. 

Concerning strength of mind, we must reflect in the same way for 
the purpose of getting rid of fear, that is to say, we must often enu- 
merate and imagine the common dangers of life, and think upon the 
manner in which they can best be avoided and overcome by presence 
of min d and courage. It is to be observed, however, that in the order- 
ing of our thoughts and images we must always look (Corol. Prop. 
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63, pt. 4, and Prop. 59, pt. 3) to those qualities which in each thing 
are good, so that we may be determined to action always by an emo- 
tion of joy. 

For example, if a man sees that he pursues glory too eagerly, let 
him think on its proper use, for what end it is to be followed, and by 
what means it can be obtained; but let him not think upon its abuse 
and vanity, and on the inconstancy of men and things of this sort, 
about which no one thinks unless through disease of mind, for with 
such thoughts do those who are ambitious greatly torment themselves 
when they despair of obtaining the honors for which they are striving, 
and, while they vomit forth rage, wish to be thought wise. Indeed, 
it is certain that those covet glory the most who are loudest in de- 
claiming against its abuse and the vanity of the world. Nor is this a 
peculiarity of the ambitious, but is common to all to whom fortune 
is adverse and who are impotent in mind, for vie see that a poor and 
avaricious man is never weary of speaking about the abuse,of money 
and the vices of the rich, thereby achieving nothing save to torment 
himself and show to others that he is unable to bear with equanimity 
not only his own poverty but also the wealth of others. So also a man 
who has not been well received by his mistress thinks of nothing but 
the fickleness of women, their faithlessness, and their other oft-pro- 
claimed failings — all of which he forgets as soon as he is taken into 
favor by his mistress again. He, therefore, who desires t o g ove rn his 
emotions and a ppetites from a love of freedom alo ne will strive as 
much as he can to know virtu^~ and their cause s, and to filHiis minif 
with th at joy w hich springs from a true knowledge of them. Least 
of all will he desire to contemplate the vices of men and disparage 
men, or to delight in a false show of freedom . He who will diligently 
observe these things (and they are not difficult) and will continue to 
practise them will assuredly in a short space of time be able for the 
most part to direct his actions in accordance with the command of 
reason. 


PROFOsmoN^^^r^^ greater the number of objects to which an image 
is related, the more constant is it, or the more frequently does it 
present itself, and the more does it occupy the mind^ 
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tt^erefnrft (Prop. 15, pt. 1) it can cause all the modifications of the 
body to be related to the idea of God . — q.e.d. 


Proposition who clearly and distinctly understands himself 

and his mwtions loves God, and loves Him better the belter he under- 
stands himsdf and his emotions. 

Demonstrcdion. He who clearly and distinctly understands himself 
and his emotions rejoices (Prop, pt. . 0 , and his joy is attended 
with the idea of God (Prop 14, pt. 5) , therefore (Def . 6 of the emotions) 
he loves God, and (by the same reasoning) loves Him b etter th e better 
he understands himself and his emotions. — q.e.d. 


PaoposrriON^^ljif^/ttr love of God above everything else ought to occupy 
the mind. 

Demonstration. For this love is connected with a ll the modifications 
of the body (Prop i4» pt. 5) , by all of which it is cherished (Prop. 15^ 
pt. 5 ), and therefore (Prop, ii, pt. s ) above e verything else ought to 
occupy the mind. Q e.d. 


Proposition God is free from passions, nor is He affected with 
any emotion of joy or sorrow. 

DemonstrationTj M ideas, in so far as they are related to God, are 
true (Prop. 32, tflt. 2 )^that Is to say (! 0 ef. 4, pt. 2j, are adequate, and 
therefore (by the general definition of the emotion ^ Goa is t r ee from 
passions . Again, God can neither pass to a greater nor to a less per- 
fection (Corol. 2, Prop. 20, pt. i), and therefor e (Defs. a and ^ of the 
emotions) He cannot be affected with any emotion of joy or sorrow. 
— Q j:.d. ^ 

CoroUary. Properly speaking, Go d lovra no one and hates no one; 
for God (Prop. 17, pt. 5 ) is not affected with any em otion ot joy or* 
sarrow, and consequently (Defs. 6 *an(i 7 of the emotions! He neithm 
loyea nor hatea anyone. 
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VJLOPOSTaovf^^^^it'NoonecanhateGod. 1 / 

Demmstration. The idea of God which is in us is adequate and 
perfect (Props. 46 and 47, pt. 2 ), and, therefo^ in so f ar as we con- 
template God do we act (Prop. 3, pt. 3 ), an^ consequently (Prop. 59, 
pt. 3 ) no sorrow can exist with the acc^panylng idea of God, that 
is to say (Def. 7 of the emotions ), no one can hate God. — q.e.d. 

Corollar y. Love of (jod cannot be turned into hatred. 

Note. Blit some may object that, if we understand God to be the 
cause of all things, we do for that very reason consider Him to be the 
cause of sorrow. But I reply that in so far as we understand the causes 
of sorrow it ceases to be a passion (Prop 3, pt. s), that is to say (Prop. 
59, pt 3), it ceases to be sorrow, and, therefore, in so far as we under- 
stand God to be the cause of sorrow do we rejoice. 


PBOPOSiTioij ;^^^^ Ee who loves God caftnoi strive that God should love 
him in return. 

Demonstration. If a man were to strive after this, he would desire 
(Corol. Prop. 17, pt. 5 ) that Go d, whom h e loves, sho uld not be fijd. 
and consequently (Prop. 19, pt. 3 ) he would desire to be sad , which 
^rop. 28, pt. 3) is absurd. Therefore he ho loves God, etc. — Q.EJD. 


Fsososinos^^f^i^his love of God cannot be defiled either by the emotion 
of envy or jealousy, but is the more strengthened, the more people we 
imagine to be connected with God by {jte same bond of love. 

♦ 

Demonstration. This love of God is the highe st good which we can 
seek according to^e i^ictate of reason ( Prop. 28, pt 4) , is common 
to all men (Prop. 36, pt. 4 ), and we desire th at all may enjoy it (Prop. 
37, pt. 4). It cannot, therefore (Def. 23 ot tfae emotions) Be sullied 
by the emotion of envy, nor (Prop. 18, pt. 5, and Def. of J^ousy in 
Note, Prop. 35, pt. 3 ) by that of jealousy, but, on the contrary (Prop. 
31, pt. 3) , it must be the more st ren^enei^. the more people we 
imagine to rejoice in it . — q.e d. 

Note. It is possible to show in the same manner that there is no 
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emotion directly contrary to this love and able to destroy it, and so 


we may conclude th at this love of God is the most constant of all the 
emotion s, and that, in so fa r as it is related to the b ody, ITcan noTb ^ 
destroyed unless with the body itself. What its nature is, in so far as 
it is related to the mind alone, we shall see hereafter, 

I have, in what has preceded, included all the remedies for the 


at IS to 


itself alone, can^ against them. It appears therefrom that the 


wer of the mind over the emotions consists — 


the knowledge itself of the emotions. (See Note, Prop. 4, pt 5.) 


n the separation by the mmd of the emotions from the thought 


of an external cause, which we imagine confusedly. (See Prop. 2, pt. 5 , 
[ote, Prop. 4, pt. s.) 

n duration, in which the modifications^ which are related to 


objects we understand suipass those related to objects conceived in a 


mutilated or confu sed manner (Prop. 7, pt. 5.). ‘ 

4 ^In the multitude of cau es by which the modificatio n s^ wh ich are 
rmted to the common properties of things or to God are nouri^ed 


(Props. 9 and ii, pt. 5.;. 

CS ^dn the order in which the mind can arrange its emo tions an d 
connect them one with the other. (Note, Prop. 10, pt. 5, and see also 
Props. 12, 13, and 14, pt. 5.) 

But that this power of the mind over the emotions may be better 
understood, it is to be carefully obsen-ed that -’x call the emotions 
great when we compare the emotion of one man with that of another, 
and see that one man is agitated more than another by the same 
emotion, or when we compare the emotions of one and the same man 
with one another, and discoycr that he is affected or moved by one 
emotion more than by another. 

For (Prop. s> pt- 4) the power of any emotion is limited by the 
power of the external cause as comparea wiin oiir o\in power. But 


the power of the mind is limited solely by knowledge, whilst impotence 


or passion is estimated solely by privation of knowledge or, in other 


words, by that through which ideas are called inadequate, and it 


whose largest part 


consists of inadequate ideas, so that it is distinguished by what it 


suffers rather than by whS it does, while, on the confer; 


• A^tetiona. Probably a miqnint, however, for Affectus. — Ta. 
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acts the most whose largest part consists of adequate ideas, so that, 
although it may possess as many imdequate ideas as the first, it is 
neverth eless distinguished by those which belong t o human virtue 
rather man fay those which^are a sign of human impotence. Again, 
it is to be observed that our sorrows and misfortunes mainly proceed 
from too much love toward an object which is subject to many changes, 
and which we can never possess. For no one is troubled or anxious 
about any object he does not love, neither do wrongs, suspicions, 
hatreds, etc., arise except from love toward objects of which no one 
can be truly the possessor. 

From all this we easily conceive what is the power which dear and 
dSinct knowledge, and especially that third kind of knowledge (see 
Note, Prop. 47, pt. 2 ) whose foundation is the knowledge itself of God 
possesses over the emotions — the power, namely, by which it is able, 
in so far as they are pa ssions, if not actually to destroy them (see 
^rop. 3, pf 5, with the Note to Prop. 4, pt. 5), at least to make them 
constitute the smallest part of the mindt see Prop. 14, pt. 5). iMore- 
over, it begets a love toward an immutable and eternal object (see 
f*rop. 1^, pt s) of which we are really partakers (see x^rop. 4.srpt. 2) 
— a love which therefore cannot be vitiated by the defects which are 
in common love, bu t \^ hlch can always become greater and greater 
(Prop. 15, pt. s), occupy the largest part of the mind ( Prop. 16, pt. 5} 
and thoroughly affect it. . 

I have now concluded all that I had to say relating to this present 
life. F or any one who will attend to what has been urged in this Note, 
and to the definition of the mind and its emotions, and to Props, i 
and 3, pt. 3, will easily be able to see the truth of what I said in the 
beginning of the Note — that in these few words all the remedies for 
the emotions are comprehended. It is time, therefore, that I should 
now pass to the consideration of those matters which appertain to 
the duration of the mind without relation to the body. 


Proposition mind can imagine nothing, nor can U recollect 

anything that is past, except while the body exists. 

Demonstration. The mind does not express the actual existence of 
its body, nor does it conceive as actual the modifications of the b^y. 
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except while the body exists (CoroL Prop. 8, pt. 2 \ and consequently 
(yrop. 26, pt. 2 ) it conceives no body as actually existing except while 
its own body exists. It can therefore imagine nothing (see the defini- 
tion of “imagmatira” in Note, Prop. 17, pt. 2), nor can it recollect 
anything that is past, except while the body exists (see the definition 
of “memory” in Note, Prop. 18, pt. 2). — Q.E.D. 


Proposition In God, nevertheless, there necessarily exists an 

idea which expresses the essence of this or that human body under 
the form of eternUy. 

Demonstration.^ God is not only the cause of the existence of this 
or that human body, but also of its essence (Prop. 25, pt. i), which 
therefore must necessarily be conceived through the essenc e of 
itself (Ax. 4, pt. i )_and by a certain eternal necessity (Prop? 16, pt. i). 
This conce ption, moreover, tnust necessarily exis t in God (Prop. 3, 
pt. 2)r^.E,D. 

• 

Proposition The human mind cannot be absolutely destroyed 

with the body, but something of it remains which is eternal. 

Demonstration . In G od there necessarily exists^ conception or idea 
which exp resses T[ie essence ^tEeTiuman body (Prop. 22, pt*.~^. 
This conception or Idea is therefore necessarily something which 
pertains t o t he essence of the hu man mind (Prop 13, pt. 2). But we 
ascribe to the human mind pp duration which can be limited by time 
unless in so far as it expresses the actual existence of the body, whldt 
is ma nifested thro ugh duration and which can be lunited by time, 
that is to say (Corol. Prop. 8, pt. 2) , we ca nnot ascribe duration to. 
the mind except while the body exists. 

But nevertheless, since this something is that which is conceived b y 
a certain eternal necessity through the essence itself of God (Pr^p. 
22, pt. 5), this somet hing whi ch pe rtain s to the essence the mind , 
will necessarily be eternal . — q e d. 

Note. This idea whidi expresses the essence of the body under the 
form of eternity is, as we have said, a certain mode of thought which 
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pertains to the essence of the mind, and is necessarily eternal. It is 
impossible, nevertheless, that we should recollect that we existed 
before tht body because there are no traces of any such existence in 
the body, and also because eternity cannot be defined by time or have 
any relationship to it. Nevertheless, we feel and know by experience 
that we are eternal. For the nund is no less sensible of those things 
which it conceives through intelligence than of those which it remem- 
bers, for demonsttations are the eyes of the mind by which it sees 
and observes things. 

Although, therefore, we do not recollect that we existed before the 
body, we feel that our mind, in so far as it involves the essence of the 
body under the form of eternity, is eternal, and that this existence of 
the mind cannot be limited by time nor manifested through duration. 
Only in so far, therefore, as it involves the actual existence of the 
body can the mind be said to possess duration, and its existence be 
limited bj a fixed time, and so far only has it the power of determining 
the existence of things in time, and of cc^aceiving them under the form 
of duration. 


Proposition The more we understand individual objects, the 

more we urmerstand God. 

Demonstration. ITiis is evident from Corol. Prop. 25, pt. 1. 


Proposition highest effort of the mind and its highest virtue 

is to understand things by the third kind of knoivledge. 

Demonstration. The third kind of knowle dge proceeds from an 
adeq uate idea of certain attributes of God to an adequate knowledge 
pf the ess ence of thinp (see its definition in Note, 2, Prop. 40, pt. 2); 
and th e more we understa nd thin^ in this manner (Prop. 24, pt. $), 
^e more we imde rstand God; and therefore (Prop. 28, pt. 4) , the 
highest virtue of t he mind, that is to say (D ef. 8, pt. 4), the power 
or Mture of the'mm d, or (Prop. 7. Pt. its highest effort, is to under- 
s tand things by the third kind of knowledge . — q.e.d. 
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PsOFOsmoN The better the mini is adapted to understand 

things by the third kind of knowledge, the more it desires to under- 
stand them by this kind of knowledge. 

Demonstration. This is evident; for in so far as we conceive the 
mind to be adapted to understand things by this kind of knowledge 
do we conceive it to be determined to understand things by this kind 
of knowledge, and consequently (Def. i of the emotions) the better 
the mind is adapted to this way of understanding things, the more it 
desires it. — q.e.d. 


Proposition From this third kind of knowledge arises the 

highest posst^ peace of mind. 

Demonstration. The highest virtue of the mind is to feow God 
(Prop. 28, pt. 4 ) or to understand things by the third kin d of kno^ 
edge (Prop. 2 S>"pt' S)- This virtue is greater the more the mind 
knows things by this kind of knowledge ( Prop. 24, pt. s ), and tltf refOTC 
he who knows things by this kind of knowledge passes to th e highest 
human perfection, and consequently ( Def. 2 of the emotion s) is affected 
with t he highest joy which is accompanied with the idea of himself 
.and his own virtue (Prop. 4'3,~pt.~2j rapd therefore (Pef. 25 of the 
emotions), from this kind of knowledge arises the highest possible 
peace of mind. — Q.E.D. 


Proposition The gffort or the desire to know things by the 

third kind of knowledge cannot arise from the first kind, but may 
arise from the second kind of knowledge. 

Demonstration. This proposition is self-eviden t; for everythin g that 
we clearly and distinctly understand we understan d either through 
itself or through something which is conceived through itself; or, in 
other words, ideas which are clea r a nd distinc t in u s or which are 
related to the third kin d of knowlwl ge (Note 2, Prop. 40, pt. 2 ) cannot 
foUow fr om mutilated and confus«i ideas, which (by the same Note) 
^ related to the first kiniT of knowledge, but from adequate ideas, 
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that is to say (by the same Note) , from the second and third kinds 
~* of knowledge . Therefore (Def . i of tiie emotions), the desire of know- 
ing thiqgs”^ the thin) of knowledge cannot arise from the first 
kind, but may arise from the second. — q.e.d. 

Proposition IQf^^^Everything which the mind understands under 
the form of eternity, tt understands not because it conceives the 
present aclud existence of the body, but because it conceives the 
essence of the body under the form of eternity. 

Demonstration. In so far as the mind conceives the present existence 
of its body does it conceive duration which caxTSe determined in time ,' 
and so fa r only has it the power of conceiving -things m relatio n to 
time (Prop. 21, pt. 5, and Prop. 26, pt. 2). But eternity cannot be 
^nlf e sted through duration (Def. 8, pt. 1, and its explanation), 
therefore the mind so far has not the power of co nceiving things under 
the form o^ eternity; but because it is the nature of reason to conceive 
things under tlie form of eternity (Corol. 2, Prop. 44, pt. 2) , and 
because it also pertains to the nature of the mind to conceive the 
essence of the body under the form of eternity (Prop. 23, pt. 5) , and 
except these two things no thing else pertains to the nature of the 
mind (Prop. 13, ptT 2 ), therefore this power of c onceiving things under 
the f orm of eternity doesjiot pertain to the mind except in so fajHi 
it coiiceives the essence of t he body u nder ^e form of eternity. 
— Q.E.D. 

Note. Things are conceived by us as actual in two ways — either 
in so far as we conceive them to exist with relation to a fixed time 
and place or in so far as we conceive t^em to be contained in God and 
to follow from the necessity of the divine nature. But those thing 
which are conceived in this second way as true or real we conceive 
under the form of eternity, and their ideas involve the eternal and 
infinite essence of God, as we have shown in Prop. 45, pt. 2, to the 
Note of which proposition the reader is also referred. 


PROFOsmoN 'SS^^/^ur mind, in so far as it knows itsdf and the body 
under the form of eternity, necessarily has a knowledge of God, and 
knows that it is in God and is conceived through Him. 
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Demonstration. Eternity is the veiy essence of God, in so far as 
that essence involves necessary existence (D ef. 8, pt. 1). To con ceive 
things therefore under the form of eternity is to conceive them in' so 
far as they are conceived through the esseiice~6T (j6 g~as~ acluaify 
easting things, or in so far asthrough tlie essence of T^d thejn Srolve 
eadstence. Therefore o ur mind, in so far as it conceives itself ahdTis 
body under the form of eternity, necessarily has a knowledge of God, 
and knows etc. — q.e.d. 


PROPOSmoK third kind of knowledge depends upon the 

mind as its formal cause, in so far as the mind ttself is eternal. 

Demonstration. The m ind conceives nothing un der the form of 
eternity unless in so far as it conceives th e e ssence of i ts ^o 3 y under 
the form of eternity (Prop. 39, pt 5), that is to say (Props. 21 and 
an. pt. s) , unless in so far as it is etern al. Therefore (Prop. 30, pt. 5), 
in so far as the mind is etern al it has a knowl edge of God, wljich.i& 
necessar ily adequate (Prop. 46, pt. 2). and the refore, in so far as it is 
eternal it is fatted to kno w all those things which can follow from this 
Hmowledge of God (Prop. 40. Pt. 2) , that is to say, it is fitted to know 
e, things by the thS d kmd of knowledge (see the definition's thls^mll 
of knowledge in Note 2, Prop. 40, pt. 2 ), of which (Def. i, pt. 3), in 
so far as the mind is ete rnal, it is the adequ ate o r formal cause. — Q.E.b. 

Note. As each person therefore becomes stronger in this kind of 
knowledge, the more is he conscious of liimself and of God, that is to 
^say, the more perfect and the happier he is — -^a truth which will sHIi 
more cle a rly appear from wha^t follov^ Here, however, it is to be 
Observed that although we are now certain that the mind is eternal 
in so far as it conceives things under the form of eternity, yet, in order 
that what we wish to prove may be more easily explained and better 
understood, we shall consider the mind, as we have hitherto done, as 
if it had just begun to be, and had just begun to understand things 
under the form of eternity. This we can do without any risk of error, 
provided only we are careful to conclude nothing except from clear 
premisses. 
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PBOPOsmoN We ddighi in whatever we undersUaid "by the 

&ird kind ef knowledge, and our delight is accompanied with the 
idea oj dod as its cause. 

Demonstration. From this kind of knowledge arises the highest 
possible peace of in md. that is to sav (Def. 25 of the emotions) , the 
Elghest' Joy 7 attended, moreover, with the id ea of one’s self (Prop. 27, 
pt. s), and consequently (Prop. 30, pt. 5) attended with the idea of 
_God as its caure. — q.e.d. ~~ 

Corollary. From the third kind of knowledge necessarily springs 
the in tellectual love of God. For f rom this kind of knowled ge arises 
(Prop. 32, pt. 5) joy attended with the idea of (^d as its cause, that 
is to say (Def. 6 of the emotions ), th e love of G od, notm so far as we 
imagine Him as present (Prop. 29, pt. 5 ), but in so far as we u nder- 
stand that He is eternal; and that is what I call the intellectual love 
of God.' 


Proposition The intellectual love of God winch arises from 

the third kind of knowledge is eternal. 

Demonstration. The third kind of knowledge (Prop. 31, pt. 5, and 
Ax. 3, pt. i ) is eternal, and therefore (by the same axiom) the love 
which springs f rom it is necessarily eterna l. — q.e.d. 

Note. Although this love of God has no beginning (Prop. 33, pt. 5), 
it nevertheless has all the perfections of love, just as if it had originated 
— as we supposed in the corollary of Prop. 32, pt. 5. Nor is there 
here any difference except that the mhid has eternally possessed these 
same perfections which we imagined as now accruing to it, and has 
possessed them with the accompanying idea of God as the eternal 
cause. And if joy consist in the passage to a greater perfection, 
blessedness must indeed consist in this that the mind is endowed 
with perfection itself. 


Propositiom "XX^^The mind is subject to emotions which are 
related to passions only so long as the body exists. 
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Demonstration, An imagination is an idea by which thg mind 
contemplates any object as present (see its definition in Note, Prop. 
^17, pt. aj. This idea nevertheless indicates the present constitution 
of the human body rather than the nature of the external object 
TCorol. 2, Prop. 16, pt. 2). An emotion, therefore (by the general 
definition of the emotions) , is an imagination in so far as it indicates 
the p resent constitution of the body, and therefore (Prop. 21, pt. 5) 
the mind only so long as the body exists is subject to emotions which 
are related to passion s. — q.e.d. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that no love e xce pt in tel lectual love i s 
eternal. 

^ole. If we look at the common opinion of men we shall see that 
they are indeed conscious of the eternity of their minds, but they 
confound it with duration and attribute it to imagination or memory, 
which they believe remain after death. 


PnoposmoN God loves Himself mlh an infinite intellectual love. 

Demonstration. God is absolutely infinite (Def. 6, pt. i), that is to 
say (Def. 6, pt. 2), t he nature of God delights in mfinite perfe ction 
accompanied (Prop. 3, pt. 2) with the idea of Himself, that is to say 
(Prop- II, and Def. i, pt. i), with the idea of Himself as cause, and 
this is what, in Corol. Frop.~32. pt. s, we have called intellectual love. 


Proposition The intellectual love of the mind toward God is 

the very love with which He loves Himself, not in so far as He is 
infinite, but in so far as He ’can be manifested through the essence 
of the human mind, considered under the form of eternity; that is to 
say, the intellectual love of the mind toward God is part of the infinite 
Unp with which God loves Himself. 

Demonstration. This love of the mind must be related to the actions 
of the mind (Corol. Prop. 32, pt. 5, and Prop. 3, pt. 3~),'and it Is'tEere - 
. fore an action by which the mind contemplates itself; and which is 
_ accompanied with~the idea of God as cause ( Prop. 32, pt. 5, with the 
Corol.) , that is to say (Corol. Prop. 25, pt. i, and Corol. Prop, n, 
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pt. g) , it is an action by which God, in so far as He can be manifested 
throu^ the human mind, contemplates Him self, the action being 
accompamed witti me idea ot Himself ; and therefor e (Prop. 35, pt. 5), 
this love o f t he mind is part of the infinite love with which God loves 
Himself. — q.e.d. 

Corollary . Hence it follows that God, in so far as He loves Himse lf. 
loves men, and consequently that the love of God towa rd men and 
the intellectual love of the mind toward Go d are one and the same 
thing. 

Note. Hence we clearly understand that our salvation, or blessed- 
ness, or freedo m consists in a c onstant ^d eCefnatTove tbw'ard Cod 7 
or in the love of God toward men. This love or blessedness is called 
“glory” in the sacred writings, and not without reason . For whether 
it be related to God or to the mind, it may properly be called rq>ose 
of mind, which (Defs. 25 and 30 of the emotions) is, in truth, not 
distingi^shed from glory. For in so far as it is related to God it is 
(Prop. 3Si pt- s) joy (granting that it is allowable to use this word) 
accompanied with the idea of Himself and it is the same thing when 
it is related to the mind (Prop. 27, pt. 5). Again, since the essence 
of our mmd consists in knowledge alone, whose beginning and founda- 
tion is God (Prop. 15, pt. 1, and Note, Prop. 47, pt. 2 ), it is clear to 
us in what manner and by what method our mind, with regard both 
to essence and existence, follows from the divine nature and con- 
tinually depends upon God. I thought it worth while for me to notice 
^us here in order that I might sho w, by tbis eiiample, what mat Knowl- 
edge of individual objects which I have called intuitive or of the third 
kind (M ote a, r^rop. 40, pt. a) is able to do, and how much more pofeBt 
it is than the universal knowledge which I have called knowledge of 
the seco nd kind. For although I hsVe shown generally in the First 
Part that al things, and consequently also the human mind, depend 
upon God both with regard to existence and essence, yet that demon- 
stration, although legitimate and placed beyond the possibility of a 
doubt, does not, nevertheless, so affect our mind as a proof from the 
essence itself of any individual object which we say depends upon God. 


Pkoposition lOSBffSS. There is nothing in Nature which is contrary 
to this intellectual love, or which can negate it. 
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Demonslration. This intellectual love necessarily follows from the 
nature of the mind in so far as it is considered, through the nature of 
‘God, as an eternal truth (Props. 33 and 29, pt. $). If there were 
anything, therefore, contrary to this love, it would ^ contrary to the 
truth, and consequently whatever might be able to negate this love 
would be able to make the tr ue false, which (as is self-evident) is 
absurf . There exists, therefore, nothing in Nature, etc. — q.e.d. 

Note. The axiom of the Fourth Part refers only to individual 
objects, in so far as they are considered in relation to a fixed time 
and place. This, I believe, no one can doubt. 


Proposition The more objects the mind understands by 

the second and third kinds of knowledge, the less it sufersfrom those 
emotions which are eml, and the less il fears death. 

Demonslration. The essence of the mind consists in knowledge 
(Prop. II, pt. 2) ~^^e more things, t herefore, the mind knows by 
the second a nd third kinds of knol^ ledge, the greater i s that part 
^hich abide s (Props 29 and 23, pt. 5 ), and consequently (Prop. 37, 
pt. 5) th e greater is that part which is not touched by emotions which 
are contraiy to our nature, that is to say (Prop. 30, pt. 4) , which are 
evil. The more things, therefore, the mind'understgnds by the second 
and third kinds of knowledge, the greater is that part which remains 
uni^rmed, and the less conseque ntly does it suffer from the emotions . 
— Q j:.d. 

Note. We are thus enabled to understand that which I touched 
upon in Note, Prop 39, pt. 4, ind which I promised to explain in this 
part, namely, that death is by so much the less injurious to us as the 
clear and distmct kno wledge of the mi nd is g rea ter, and con sequently^ 
as the inind loves God more . A^in 7 since (Prop. 27, pt. 5) from the 
third kind of k no wledge there arises the highest possible ^ace, it 
follows th at it is pos sible for the human mind to be of such a nature 
that that part ot it which we have shown perishes with its body (Prop. 
21, pt. s) , in comparison with the part of it which remains, is of no 
consequence . But more fully upon this subject presently. 
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Proposition who possesses a body fit for many things 

possesses a mtnd of which the greater part is d/ernal. 

Demonstration. He who possesses a body fitted for doing many 
things is least of all agitated by those emotions which are evi l (Prop. 
38, pt. 4) , that is to say (Prop. 30, pt. 4 ), by emotions which are con- 
trary to our nature, and therefore (Prop. 10, pt. g) be possesses lEe 
power of arranging and connecting the modifications of the body 
according to the order of the intellect, and consequently (Prop. 14, 
pt. a ) oi causing all the modifications of the body to be related to the 
idea of God (Prop. 15, pt. 5) ; in cons e quence of which l^is affected 
with a love to God, which (Prop. 16, pt. $ ) must occupy or form th e 
greatest part of his mind, and therefore (Prop. 33, pt. 5) he possesses 
a mind of which the greatest part is eternal . — q.e.d. 

Note. Inasmuch as human bodies are fit for many things, we cannot 
doubt th« possibility of their possessing such a nature that they may 
be related to minds which have a large knowledge of themselves and 
of God, and whose greatest or principal part is eternal, so that they 
scarcely fear death. To understand this more clearly it is to be here 
considered that we live in constant change, and that according as we 
change for the better or the worse we are called happy or unhappy. 
For he who passes from infancy or childhood to death is called unhappy, 
and, on the other hand, we consider ourselves happy if we can pass 
through the whole period d! life with a sound mind in a sound body. 
Moreover, he who, like an infant or child, possesses a body fit for very 
few things, and almost altogether dependent on external causes, has 
a mind which, considered in itself alone, is almost entirely unconscious 
of itself, of God, and of objects. On the other hand, he who possesses 
a body fit for many things possesses a ifiind which, conridered m itself 
alone, is largely conscious of itself, of God, and of obj'ects. In this 
life, therefore, it is our chief endeavor to change the body of infancy, 
so far as its nature permits and is conducive thereto, into another 
body which is fitted for many things, and which is related to a mind 
conscious as much as possible of itself, of God, and of objects, so that 
everything which is related to its memory or imagination, in com- 
parison with the intellect, is scarcely of any moment, as 1 have already 
said in the Note of the preceding proportion. 
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PaopOsmoM^i^stj Ae more perfechon a thing possesses, the more it 
acts and tne less it suffers', and conversdy the more it acts, the more 
perfect it is. 

Demonstration. The more perfect a thing is, the more re ality it 
possesses (Def. 6, pt. 2), and conseqaently (Prop. 3, pt. 3, with the 


Note), the more it acts and the less it suffers. Inversely also it may 


^ demonstrated in the same wav that the more a thing acts, th e 
more perfect it is. — q e d. 

Corollary. Hence it follows that that part of the mind which abides, 


whether great or small, is more perfect than 


art of the mind which is eternal (Props 23 and 29, pt. 5) is the m- 


tellect, through which alone we are said to act (Prop. 3, pt. 3), but 


that part which, as we have shown, perishes is the imagination itself 


(Prop. 21, pt. s),through which alone we are said to suffer (Prop. 3, 


pt. 3, and the general definition of the emotions). Therefore (Prop. 
4o> pt- 5)) that part which abides, whether great or small, is more 
perfect than the latter. — q.e d. 

Note. These are the things I proposed to prove concerning the 
mind, in so far as it is considered without relation to the exisfence of 
the body, and from these, taken together with Prop. 21, pt. i, and 
other propositions, it is evident that our mind, in so far as it under- 


stands, is an eternal mode of thought which is determined by another 
eternal mode of thought, and this agaiir by an other, and so on od 
infinitum, so that all taken togethCT formj^e eternal and infinite 
intellect of God. 


Proposition if did not know that our mind is eternal, 

we should still consider as of primary importance piety and religion, 
and absolutely everything which in the Fourth Part we have shown 
to be related to strength of mind and generosity. 

Demonstration. The primary and sole foundation of vir t ue or of 
the proper conduct of life ( by Corol. Prop. 22, and Prop. 24, pt. 4) 
is to seek our own profit. But in order to determine what reason 


presides as profitable, we had no regard to the eternity of the mini 
whi^ we did not recognize till we came to the Fifth Part. Therefore, 
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althou ^ we were at that time ignorant that the mind is eternal, we 
^coiisidered as of "primary inipo'rtance those things which we have 
' shown are related to strength of mind and g enerosity; and therefore, 
even if we were now ignorant of the eternity of the mind, we should 
consider those co mmands of reason as of primary importance . — q.e.d. 

Note. Hie creed of the multitude seems to be different from this, 
for most persons seem to believe that they are free in so far as it is 
allowed them to obey their lusts, and that they give up a portion of 
their rights, in so far as they are bound to live according to the com- 
mands of divine law. Piety, therefore, and religion, and absolufely 
all those things that are related to greatness of soul, they believe to 
be burdens which tliey hope to be able to lay aside after death, hoping 
also to receive some reward for their bondage, that is to say, for their 
piety and religion. It is not merely this hope, however, but also and 
chiefly fear of dreadful punishments after death by which they are 
induced* to live according to the commands of divine law, that is to 
say, as fax as their feebleness and impotent mind will permit; and if 
this hope and fear were not present to them, but if they, on the con- 
trary»believed that minds perish with the body, and that there is no 
prolongation of life for miserable creatures exhausted with the burden 
of their piety, they would return to ways of their own liking — they 
would prefer to let everything be controlled by their own passions 
and to obey fortune rather than themselves. 

This seems to me as absurd as if a man, because he does not believe 
that he will be able to feed his body with good food to all eternity, 
should desire to satiate himself with poisonous and deadly drugs, or as 
if, because he sees that the mind is not eternal or immortal, he should 
therefore prefer to be mad and to live without reason — absurdities 
so great that they scarcely deserve tb’be repeated 


Proposition l^^Jii^lessedness is not the reward of virtue but is virtue 
itself; nor do we delight in blessedness because we restrain our lusts, 
but, on the contrary, because we delight in it, ther^ore are we able 
to restrain them. 

Demonstration. Blessedness consist s in love toward God (Prop. 36, 
pt. 5, and its Note) which arises from the third kind of knowledge 





THE EIHTCS 


380 

(Coroi. Prop. 32, pt. s L and this love, therefore (Props. 59 and 3, pt. 3), 
must be related to the mind in so far as it acts . Blessedness, therefor e 
(Def. 8, pt. 4 ), is virtue itself, which was the first thing to be proved. 
Again, the more the mind delights in this divine love or blessedness , 
the more it understands (Prop 32, pt. 3) , that is to say (Coroi Prop. 
3> pt. s) > the greater is the power it has over its emotions, and (Prop. 
38, pt. 5) the less it suffers from emotions which are evil. Therefore, 
it is because the nund deh'ghts in this divine love or blessedness that 
it possesses the power of restraining t he lusts, and because the power 
of man to restrain the emotio ns is in the int^ect alone^no one, there- 
fore, de lights in blessedne ss because he has restrained h is emo^onSj^ 
but, on the contrary, the power of restraining his lusts springs fro m 
blessedness itself. — 0 e p 

Note. I have finished everythmg I wished to explain concerning 
the power of the mind over the emotions and concerning its freedom. 
From what has been said we see what is the strength of the w*ise man, 
and how much he surpasses tfce ignorant who is driven forward by 
lust alone. For the ignorant man is not only agitated by external 
causes in many ways, and never enjoys true peace of soul, bu* lives 
also Ignorant, as it were, both of God and of things, and as soon as he 
ceases to suffer ceases also to be. On the other hand, the wise man, 
in so far as he is considered as such, is scarcely ever moved in his 
mind, but, being conscious by a certain eternal necessity of himself, 
of God, and of things, never ceases to be, and atways enjoys true 
peace of soul. If the way which, as I have shown, leads hither seem 
very difficult, it can nevertheless be found. It must indeed be difficult 
since it is so seldom discovered, for if salvation lay ready to hand 
and could be discovered withoui^great labor, how could it be possible 
that it diould be neglected almost by everybody? But all noble 
things are as difficult as they are rare. 
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Absent, emotions related to absent objects, 
2S9 

Action, power of, cause of joy, 167, 168, 

17*, 173 

connection with adequate ideas, 129, 
134, 242, 256, 257, 266 
definition, 128, 242 

determined by reason always good, 242 
increase or dimmution of, 129 
is perfection, 278 

not determined by reason may be good 
or evil, 242 

Actions, contrary, in same subject, 255 
or passions, order in mind and body the 
same, 130 

Adequate cause, definition, 128 
idea, definition, 79 
ASabth^ its nature, 248 
Affect, set Emotion, vui 
Afiections, see Modifications, vui 
Affirmation in the mind involved in the 
idea, 119, 120 

Agreement caused by conformity to 
reason, 212 « 

prevented by passions, 209, 210 
with our nature is good, 209, 21 1 
Ambition, definition, 150, 151, 170, 184 
Anger, defimtion, 158, 183 
repayment of it by love, 223 
Antipathy, definition, 140 
Appetite by which we act same as that by 
which we suffer, 256 
definition, 136 
governance of it, 262 
same as end, 191 

Astonishment, definition, 166, 175 
Attribute, definition, 41 
Attributes of substance, each must be 
conceived through itself, 47 
distinct do not constitute different sub- 
stances, 47 


Audacity, definition, 165, 183 
Avarice, definition, 170, 184 
Aversion, definition, 177 

Baseness, definition, 215 
Beauty, explanation, 76, 77 
prejudice concerning, 72 
Being, infinite thinking, 80 
of things, mode m which it follows from 
God, 83 

origin of the term, xii 
Behef, connection with hope and fear, 163 
Benevolence, definition, 148, 183 
Blame, ongm of notion, 76, 150 
prejudice concerning, 72 
Bibssedness, defimtion, 242, 273, 275, 277 
not reward of virtue, but virtue itself, 

279 

Bodies, agreement, 91 
determination, 91, 92 
hard and soft, meaning of terms, 93 
how distingmshed, 91 
in motion or at rest, 91 
mode of motion, 91 
union, 92, 93 

Body, affected m many ways, 79, 217 
composite, retention of nature, 93, 94 
constitution, 96 
definition, 79 

idea of, involves essence of God, 117 
imagmation of it, 103 
knowledge of it, 102, 103, 104, 105 
modes of its modification, 92 
perception of it, 80, 96, 103 
reflection of motion, 92 
human modifications by external bodies, 
96, 98, 103, 104, 217, 24S, 249, *77 
human, capable of modification and suf- 
fering change, 128, 129 
human, capacity of affecting bodies, 
217, *471 *48, 277. m 
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Body, tnunan, changes of, aiS 
human, community -with other bodies, 
no 

human, death of it terminates passion, 
*74 

human, determination by external 
body, 9S 

human, determination by mind of body, 
and of body by mind, 130, 131, 132, 

133 

human, existence of, cannot be excluded 
by the mind, 137, 138 
human, fitness for many things, 277 
human, idea of it exists in God, 268 
human, inadequate idea of its duration, 
los, 106 

human, increase in its power of action, 
128, 129, 137, 138, 139 
human, individuals composing it, 95 
human is compodte, 94, 93 
human, knowledge of it, 103 
human, knowledge of its parts, 102 
human, knowledge of its existence, 99 
human, knowledge or conception of it 
under form of eternity, 268, 269, 271, 
272, 274 

human, mind not absolutely destroyed 
with it, 268 

human, moves external bodies, 95 
human, object of the human mind, 89 
human, order of actions etc , same as in 
mind, 130 

human, perception of it by the mind, 
78, 88, 89, 96, 100, roi, 10$ ^ 

human, preservation, 95, 248 * 

human, simultaneous modifications, 98 
human, union with mind, 90, 100, 
101, 232, 233, 267. *68 
human, ways in which it can be dis- 
posed, 93 

Bondage, definition, 187 
Bravery, definition, 164 
Brutes, man’s right over, 213 

Cause, adequate, definition, 128 
determinate, ^ect follows, 42 


Cause, determination by other causes, 
64 

external alone can destroy a thing, 134 
inadequate, definition, 128 
knowledge of, 30, 42 
of itself, definition, 41 
Causes, connection of, 85, 86 
external hmit perseverance in being, 193 
Certitude something positive, 120 
Change necessary to man, 193, 277 
Changeableness caused by passions, 210 
Chastity not an emotion, 170 
Cheerfulness alwajrs good, 219 
definition, 137 
ranty of, 221 
Cicero quoted, 184 
Citizens, defimtion, 217 
Class, love of a class or nation, i6r 
Cold, explanation of action, jp 
Commiseration, definition, 129, 14s, 148, 
178 

Common, things having nothing in com- 
mon, 42, 43 . . 

what is common is not essence, 108, 109 
what is common, adequate conception 
of it, loS, 109 

what 13 common, dependence of percep- 
tion on it, no 

Community of nature as it affects our 
good or evil, 208, 209 
profitable to man, 244, 243 
Compassion, definition, 179 
Conception, activity of it, 79 
Concord, things which beget it, 246, 247 
Confidence, defimtion, 143, 178 
sign of weakness, 223 
Confusion, explanation of it, 76 
Consternation, definition, 137, tfi6, 183 
Contempt always evil, 224 
definition, r66, 176, 179 
nothing worthy of it, 223 
repayment of it by love, 223 
Contentment with oneself, definition, 150 
Contingency dependent on imagpnatioi}, 
“S 

does not exist, 65 
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Cantingency, Ima^^tion of it mfluences 
emotions, 197, 198, 200, 201, 258 
meaning of it, 68, igo 
reason does not recognize it, 115 
Contrary, actions contrary in same sub- 
ject, 2SS 

evil is contrary to us, 208 
men contrary to one another through 
passion, 210 

things contrary alone can destroy each 
other, 13s 

Courtesy, definition, 184, 

Cruelty, definition, 158, 183 

Danger, free man avoids it, 238 
Death, defimtion, 218 
fear of it, 276 

less injurious as knowledge is greater, 
276 , 

not thought of by a man who is free, 237 
not to be avoided by breach of faith, 
240 

Deceit, nyia practised by a man who is 
free, 240 

definition, rules for, 32, 33 
Deformity, explanation of it, 76, 77 
prejudice concerning, 72 
Dejection, false piety in it, 247 
Derision, defimtion, i66y 177 
Descartes, his doctrine as to emotions, 127 
his doctrine as to umon of mind and 
body, 52, 252, 253, 254 
Desire, accidental cause of, 140 
connection with desire of others, 151 
definition, 136, 174, 175 
extinguishment or restraint of it, 199, 

200, 201 

follows from adequate and inadequate 
ideas, 242 

may be excessive, 220 
relation to active emotions, 173 
springing from reason, 233 
springing from sorrow or joy etc , 155, 

201, 232 

understood through man alone, or as a 
part of nature, 242 


Despair, definition, 143, 165, 178 
sign of weakness, 223 
Despondency, definition, 181, 229 
ignorance of oneself and impotence, 
227, 228 

more easily corrected than pride, 228 
Determination by causes, 64 
Devotion, definition, r66, 177 
Difference of emotions in different men 
and the same man, 164 
of nature as it affects our good or evil, 
204, 208, 209, 211 
of nature caused by pasrion, 210 
Discord evil to man, 219 
Disorder, prejudice concerning it, 72 
Distinct things, how distinguished, 43 
Doubt, same as vacillation of mind, 141, 
142 

Drunkenness, defimtion, 170, 184 
DuAtion, defimtion, 79 

Ecclesiastes quoted, 201 
Education, effect of it, 6, 180 
Effect follows a cause, 42 
follows from something which exists, 71, 
72 

knowledge of it, 42 
Emotion, viii 
able to surpass action, 19 s 
active, relation to joy or desire, 173 
animal, 172 

arrangement and connection of emo- 
tions, 266 

‘clear idea and knowledge of it, 256, 257, 
263, 264, 266 
contrary, definition, 190 
correspondence with object, 169 
defimtion, 128, 185 

detachment from thought of external 
cause, 255, 256, 264, 266 
differs according to essence of person, 
171 

duration of, 259, 266 
excited by numbers of rimultaneous 
causes, 259 
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Emofian, guidance by, as compared with 
that by leaspn, 336 

imagination of cause of, as present, 196 
mind’s power over, 358, 36a, 361, 363, 
366, 367 

necessity of cause, 137, 339 
obstinate clinging of, 194, 33i 
power of it limited by its cause, 255 
related to many causes, 359, 366 
remedies for emotions, 19s, 366 
restraint or removal of, 194, 195, 199, 
260, 361 

strength of, on what dependent, 196 
toward past, present, or future object, 

I 9 t 

Emulation, definition, 148, 182 
End, definition, 191 
Envy, cause of it, 133, iS4 
definition, 179 
natural to man, 152, 168 
not excited by those who ate not*out 
equals, 169 

Error, cause of it, 118, tao, 191, 193 
defimtion, 98, 107, 108 
Essence, definition, 79, 83, 87, 88, 108, 109 
of God, human mmd has knowledge of 
it, 117, 118 

of God, knowledge of it involved in idea 
of body, 117 

of God, knowledge of it adequate and 
perfect, 117 

of man, what it involves, 80 
of things not existing, 42 
of things produced by God, €2 
Etermty, definition, 41, 43 
not duration, 274 

things conddered under form of it, 116, 
371, 273 
Euclid, 9 

Evil avoided by all, 203 
conception of it as connected with free- 
dom, 337 

Otmtraiy to us, 208 
''4pte to external causes, 3, 343 
diq^anation of it, 76, 157, 180, 189, 190 
fear of it as a motive, 234 


Evil, knowledge of, desire arising from it, 
199, 200, 301 

knowledge of it an effect of sorrow, 
196 

knowledge of it inadequate, 235 
knowledge of: restraint of emotions, 
199 

necessity of it, 241 

nothing certainly evil but absence of 
understanding, 307 
prejudice concerning it, 73 
produced by hatred, 156, 157, 158, 159 
reason follows the lesser evil, 235, 336 
removal of it, 243, 244 
Existence, desire of, 204 
Expenence, vague, definition, 112 
vague, cause of falsity, 113 
Extension, attribute or modification of 
attribute of God, 52, 8^ 
relation to thought, 83, 84 

Faculties, absolute, their nature, 119 
Faith, never to be broken, 

False idea, removal of what is positive in 
It, 191 

Falsity, cause of it, 96, 113, 120 
definition, 107 

Favor, agreement with reason, 22s 
definition, 145^178 
Fear as a motive, 234 
cause of it, 163, 246 
causes disbebef, 163, 164 
definition, 143, 157, 171, 177, 183 
hope accompanies it, 177 
how to get nd of it, 261 
not good of itself, 223 
Fellowship profitable to man, 219 
Feroaty, definition, 183 
Final causes, 40, 41, 42, 43, 73, 74, 75, 76, 
178, 188 

Finite in its own kind, definition, 41 
Finiteness is negation, 43 
Flattery as a means of promoting concord, 
247 

Flight from danger sometimes necessary, 

238 
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Food, varied kinds necessary, 249 
Fortitude, definition, X73 
properties of it, 341 

Free, man bom free could not form con- 
ception of ^d and evil, 337 
man who is free avoids danger, 338 
man who is free avoids favors of the 
ignorant, 238 

man who is free does not think of death, 

23s 

man who is free is the only grateful 
, man, 239 

man who is free never deceives, 240 
Freedom, connection with love and 
hatred, 163 
definition, 41 
in what it consists, 275 
not an attnbute of will, 67, irg, 122, 
123, 124,^125 

reasons why men attribute it to them- 
selves, 72, 73, 108 

Friendship of beloved object with another 
is a ci^mgof hatred, 135, 153 
profitable to man, 244, 243 
Future objects, emotion toward them, 
142, 143. IS3. 196, 197. 200, 233, 234, 
236 

Generosity, defimtion, i7g 
importance of it, 278, 279 
repayment of anger, etc , by generosity, 

223, 243. 244 

Gladness, definition, 143, 165, 178 
sign of weakness, 223 
Gland pineal, opinion of Descartes with 
regard to it, 253, 253, 254 
Glory, definition, 27s 
how we are to think of it, 262 
God acts from no freedom of will, 67 
adequacy and perfection of knowledge 
of His essence, 1x7 
amplitude of His laws, 78 
can be hated by nobody, 265 
cannot form fictitious hypotheses, 17 
cause of existence and essence of things, 

63 
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God, cause of formal being of ideas, Ba 
cause of modes of attributes, 83 
cause through Himself, 56 
compelled by no one, 56 
comprehension of non-existent things in 
His idea, 84, 85 

connection of causes in Efim, 85, 86 
definition, 4X 

determination of things by Him, 63 
does not act for the sake of the good, 71 
efficient cause, 56 

essence of things produced by Him, 63 
essence of, involved by idea of body, 117 
eternal, 59 

everything in Him, 52 
existence and essence the same, 60 
existence and essence eternal truths, 
60 

exists for no end, 188 
extension attribute of Him, 81 
firft cause, 56 

formal being of things, how it follows 
from Him, 83 
free, 36, S7 

free from passions or emotions, 264 
human mmd exists in Him and is con- 
ceived through Him, 271, 372, 278 
human mind has knowledge of Him , 
ri7, 118, 271, 272 

idea of His essence exists in ICm, 81 
idea of human body under form of 
eternity exists in Hun, 268 
idea of human mind exists in Him, xoo 
idea of, its unity, 82 
i&ea of, relation of modifications to it, 
263 

identity with substance, 32 
immanent cause, 39 
immutable cause, 60 
individual things modifications of His 
attributes, 63 

infinite things follow from His nature, 
55 

intellect does not pertain to, 57, 58, 67 
knowledge of causes desire for good of 
others, 3x4 
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God, knowledge of is blessedness, 343 
knowledge of, is highest good and 
virtue, 307 

knowledge of, objects as existing in 
Him, 86 

love of, cannot be defiled by envy, etc , 
36s 

love of, connection of it with under- 
standing, 364 

love of, constancy of it, 266 
love of, demands not love in return, 265 
love of, intellectual, 373, 374, 273, 276, 
277 

love of, no effect contrary to it, 365 
love of, ought to occupy the mind, 264 
love of, strengthened by love to Him of 
other people, 263 
modes follow from Him, 62 
necessary existence, 48 
necessary existence of, what is in His 
power, 71 ‘ 

necessity of order in which He has pro- 
duced things, 68, 69, 70, 71 
not a deceiver, 27 

nothing can be conceived without Him, 

5a 

omnipotence actual from eternity, 57 
perfection of His nature excites His 
action, $6 

perfection of things produced by Him, 
69, 70, 71 

power of, IS His essence, 71 
power of, meaning of term, 77, 81 
power of acting equal to His powq,r of 
thinking, 83 
proximate cause, 64 
relationship to essence of man, 87 
remote cause, meaning of the term, 65 
substance with infinite attributes, 48 
things which follow from absolute 
nature of His attributes, 60 
things which follow from modified attri- 
butes, 61 

thought an attribute of Him, 80 
understanding of Him, 269 

unify 0^ 51 


God, why knowledge of Him is not dis- 
tinct, 118 

will does not pertain to Him, 57, 38, 67, 
68, 69, 70, 71 

works for no end, 73, 73, 74, 73, 76, 77 
Good, agreement with our nature, 209 
conception of, as connected with free- 
dom, 237 
desired by all, 203 
desired for others, 214 
explanation of, 3, 76, 136, 156, 189 
highest, common to all, 2x3 
highest, is knowledge of God, 207 
knowledge of, an emotion of joy, 195, 
196 

knowledge of, desire arising from it, 
199, 200 

knowledge of, restraint of emotions by 

it, 199 , 

nothing known to be good but under- 
standmg, 207, 243 
prejudice concermng it, 73 
produced by love, 136 
reason follows greater good, 233, 236 
reason why joy follows it, 179 
Gratitude, definition, 159, 183 
dependence on freedom, 239 

Happiness, in what it conasts, 3, 3, 202 
Hardness, defimtion, 93 
Hatred by beloved object, 138 
can never be good, 221 
coexistence with love, 138, 139 
connection with desire, 133 
connection with freedom and necessity, 
162, 163 

connection with hatred of others, 131, 
137, IS9. 160 

connection with joy, 144, 143, 146, 147 
connection with sorrow, 140, 14 1, 144, 

143, 147, 148, 161, 162 

definition, 139, 163, 177 
dependence on difference of nature, 21 1 
deare to remove it, 160 
destruction of it, 139, 160, 233, 236 
destruction of object of if, 161 
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Hatred, natural to man, i68 
nothing worthy of it, 225 
of beloved object, 153, 156, 161 
of object dependent on its causation of 
sorrow, 162 

overcome by love, 159, 160, 260 
productive of evil to others, 156, 157, 
IS8, IS9, *44 
rep>ayment with love, 223 
Health, 7, 232 

Heat, explanation of notion, 76 
Honor, 3, 213 
Hope, cause of, 163 
causes belief, 164 
definition, 143, ijj 
fear accompanies it, 177 
not good of itself, 223 
Horror, definidon, 166 
Humanity, de^ition, 150 
Humihty, defimtion, 168, 179 
not a virtue, 226 

Idea, adeqtwte, 11, 13, 79 
clear idea of a passion, 256 
definition, 79 

'distinguished from images and words, 
121 

in the mind alone involves volitio^, etc., 
iig • 

true, agreement cum suo ideato, 42 
true, he who has it knows he has it, 113 
Ideas, adequate, which follow from ade- 
quate ideas, no 

adequate, connection with action, 129, 
134, 242, 2S7, 266, 267 
common, 109, no 

false and fictitious, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 
24, 2S, 27, 29, 37 

falsity in them, nothing posidve, 107 
formal being of, 82 
inadequate and confused, 108 
inadequate, connection with suffering 
or passion, 129, 134, 24a, 256, 257, 
266 

inadequate, connecdon with virtue, 205 
mutilated, 107 
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Ideas, order and connecdon of, 83, 255 
reladon to God, 106, 107 
true, II, 12, 13, 22, 24, *S, 27, 28, 29, 
30. 3I1 3S, io6i 107 
universal, in, 112 

Ignorant, avoidance of favors of ignorant 
men, 238 

man, his weakness, 280 
of things, connecdon of them, 255, 
263 

of things, constancy of them, 262 
of things, definidon, 98 
of things, distinguished from ideas, lai 
of things, frequency of them, 263 
of things, past, present, or future, 142, 
196, 197 

of things, reladon to a number of 
objects, 262, 263 

of thmgs, reladon to idea of God, 263 
of things, reladon to things we under- 
stand, 263 

Imagmadon, cause of contingency, 28, 29, 
30> 31 . IIS 

cause of falsity, 113, 192 
entities of, 77, 78 
knowledge of the first kind, 112 
Imperfecdon, 6, 187, 188, 189, 190 
prevents existence, 30 
Impossibility, meaning of, 17, 68 
Impotence, cause of, 202 

difference between it and virtue, 215 
neglect to preserve our being, 204 
Impulse, acting from, 214 
Inat^uate cause, definidon, 128 
Inc&iation, definition, 177 
Inconstancy, caused by pasdons, 210 
Indignation, definition, 143, 166, 178 
evil of, 223, 247 
Individual things, definidon, 80 
thmgs, duration, 105, 106 
Infinite in its own kind, 41 
Infinitude is affirmation, 43 
not composed of finite parts, 54 
Ingratitude not an emotion, 239 
sadness caused by, 139 
Injustice in natural State, 217 
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Intellect, actual, distinguished from po- 
tential, 67 

actual, referred to natwa naiwata, 61 
actual, what it comprehends, 61 
arrangement of modifications according 
to its order, 260 
does not pertain to God, 57, 58 
perfection of, is our sole profit, 242, 243 
same as will, lao, 121, 122, 123, 124, 
las, 126 

Intellectual love of God, 273, 274, 27s, 276 
Intuitive science, defimtion, 112 
science depends on the mind so far as 
it is eternal, 272 

science distinguishes truth from falsity, 
113 

science increases perfection and happi- 
ness, 272 

science, mtellectual love of God arises 
from it, 27s 

science is necessarily true, 113 ' 
science, its excellency and power, 266, 
267, 269, 270 

science may arise from second kind of 
knowledge, 270 
science, our delight in it, 373 

Jealousy, definition, 154 
Joy, accidental cause of, 140 
connection with hate, 144, 145, 146, 147 
connection with joy of others, 149 
connection with love, 5, 140, 141, 143, 

144, 146, 147 

definition, 137, 175 ^ 

desire springing from it, 153, 20X 
desire to produce what conduces to it, 
149 

directly good, 219 

may be accompanied with sorrow, 161 
may be excessive, 250 
mind’s power of action is the cause of 
it, 167 

praise is the cause of it, 167 
reasons why it follows good actions, 1 79 
relation to action as well as passion, 

172, 173 


Joy, relation to active emotions, 173, 

173 

relation to parts of the body, 232 
resemblance is the cause of it, 141 
sameness of it whether object be imag- 
ined as past, present or future, 142, 
143, 187, 196 

Judgment, suspension of it, 133 
Justice, m natural State, 217 

Knowledge, different kinds of it, 34, 34, 
112, ti3 

ofgoodandevil,3,5, igs, 196, 199, 200, 

301 

of second and third kind diminishes fear 
of death and subjection to passion, 
276 

third kind of it depends on the mind, so 
far as it is eternal, 

third kind of it increases perfection and 
happiness, 373 

third kind of it, intellectual love of God 
arises from it, 273 •Mk 
third kind of it, its excellence and 
power, 267, 269, 270 
third kind of it may anse from second 
kind, 270 

thiad kind of it, our dehght in it, 273 

Laughter, distinguished from mockery, 
222 

nothing worthy of it, 225 
Law, impossible with absolute exercise of 
rights, 248 

reason counsels life under it, 240 
Liberality, men conquered by it, 246 
Liberty, in what it consists, 375 
Life, subject of thoughts of man who is 
free, 237 

Likeness of an object to ourselves, emo- 
tions produced in us thereby, 147, 
152, iGx 

Longing, definition, 155 
Love by hated object, 139 
coexistence with hatred, 158, 159 
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Love, connection with freedom and necea- 
aty, 162, 163 

connection witli joy, 5, 140, 141, 143, 
144, 14S, 146, 148, 162 
connection -with ^ve of others, 151, 159 
connection with sorrow, 143, 144, 145, 
146 

definition, 139, 176 
desire springing from it, 155 
destroys hatred, 159, 160, 260 
destruction of it, 253, 256 
fruition of, causes new disposition of 
body, 174 

lustful, passes into hatred, 24d 
may be excessive, 220 
of class or nation, i6t 
of God cannot be defiled by envy, etc , 
26s 

of God cannot be turned into hatred, 
26s . 

of God, constancy of it, 266 
of God demands not love in return, 263 
of God, dv^dence of it on understand- 
ing, 264 

of God, intellectual, 273, 274, 273, 276 
of God, no emotion contrary to it, 263, 
266 

of God, ought to occupy the mind, 2®4 
of God strengthened by'love to Him of 
other people, 263 

of object dependent on its causation of 
joy, 162 

preservation of object of it causes joy, 

143 

production of good therebj', 136 
repayment of hatred, etc , by it, 223, 
244, 261 

Lust, definition, 170, 184 
restraint of it, 279 
Luxunousness, definition, 184 

Madness, in what it really conasts, 221 
Man, consequences of agreement or dis- 
agreement of man with man, 243 
his essence, what it involves, 80 
his final aim, 243, 243 


Man, in what he consists, 87, 90 
Mosaic account of first man, 237 
necessary to man, 203, 244 
substance is not his form, 86 
thought affirmed of him, 80 
Marriage in aeeordance with reason, 247 
Maxima of life, 7, 261 
Melancholy, 3, 137, 219, 220 
Memory, 28, 29, 98 
Mercy is generosity, 173 
not a passive state but a power, 183 
Merit, definition, 217 
origin of, 76 

prejudice concerning, 72, 73 
Mmd, human, actions arise from adequate 
ideas, 23, 134 

human, acts and suffers, 129 
human, adequate ideas exist in it, 23, 
109, no 

human, aptitude for perception, 93 
human, body its object, 89 
human, cannot be absolutely destroyed 
with the body, 268 

human, confused ideas of modifications, 
104 

human, contemplation of things absent, 
96, 97, 98 

human, determination by causes, 139 
human, determination of body and of 
mind by body. 130, 131, 132, 133 
human, endeavors to imagine mcrease 
in action of body, 138 
human, endeavors to imagine its own 
^^ction, 167 

human, endeavors to persevere in its 
being, 136 

human, eternity of it, 368, 369, 271, 
274, 276, 277 

human, excludes things which lessen 
body’s action, 139 
human, follows from God, 273 
human, formal being of its idea, 95 
human, has no absolute free will, 67, 
119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 123 
human, has no absolute faculty, 119 
human, idea exists in God, 100 
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Mind, human, idea not dear, 104 
human, knotrledge of human body, 99, 
101, 102, 103, los, no, 272 
human, knowledge of itself, loi, 104, 
271, 272 

human, knowledge of the third kind 
depends on the mind so far as it is 
eternal, 272 

human, order of actions, etc , same as 
in body, 130, 255 

human, part of God’s intellect, 88, 278 
human, perceptions of it, 84, 89, 90, 9^, 
loi, 102, 103, no 

human, possesses adequate knowledge 
of God’s essence, 117, 118 
human, possesses no idea which excludes 
existence of the body, 137, 138 
human, power of action, endeavors to 
imagine, 167 

human, power of action, joy over, 167 
human, power of thought, increase of 

It, 137 

human, power over the emotions, 258, 
260, 262, 266, 267 

human, power over the body, 130, 131, 
13*, 133 

human, simultaneous modification by 
two emotions, 139 

human, sorrows at its weakness, 167, 
168 

human, subjection to passions, 130, 273, 
• * 74 , *76 

human, understanding of things under 
form of eternity, 271, 272 
human, union with body, 90, 100, loi, 
*S*, * 53 , * 54 , *67, 268 
human, volition in it is involved by the 
idea, 119 

human, what forms it, 88 
Mockery, distinguished from laughter, 
222 

Mode, definition, 41 
Moderation, definition, 184 
is generosity, 173 
Modes follow from God, 6a 
of attributes, how caused by God, 83 


Modes of thought, dependence on ideas 
of objects, 80 
Modesty, definition, 157 
differs from shame, 181, 182 
Modifications, vui 

bodily, arrangement according to order 
of intellect, 260, 261, 266 
bodily, clear idea and knowledge of 
them, 256, 2S7 

bodily, correspondence of them with 
thoughts, 2S5 

bodily, relation to idea of God, 263 
Money, uses of it, 3, 7, 249 
Moses quoted, 237 

Motion and rest, preservation of propor- 
tions, 218 

Nation, love of a, 161 
Natura nalurans and naturata, 6$ 

Nature, man as part of, 19*2, 193, 242, 243 
order of, man follows, 6,' 18, 194 
Necessity, all things determined by it, 29, 
65, 24* 

connection with love aiiTRatred, 163 
definition, 17, 41 

imagination of it miluences emotions, 
197, * 57 , *58 
meaning of, 68 

recbgnition of it by reason, rig 
Negation in the mind involved in the 
idea, 119, 120 

Non-existent things, comprehension in 
God’s idea, 84, 85 
things, their objective bemg, 84, 83 
Notions, common, their ongin, no 
second, their origin, in 
universal, their origin, in 

Omens, definition, 163 
Opinion, cause of falsity, 113 
definition, 112 
Order, explanation of it, 76 
prejudice concerning it, 20, 72 
Over-estimation always evil, 224 
definition, 179 
makes men proud, 224 
Ovid quoted, 151, 201 
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Pain, definition, 137 
may be good, 220 
Pasuon able to surpass action, 194 
connection with inadequate ideas, 129, 
130, 134, ass, 256 

definition according to Descartes, 253 
limitation by external cause, 194 
man necessarily subject to it, 194 
reason can determme to actions to 
which pasaon determines us, 231 
terminated by death of body, 273, 274 
Passions and actions, order in mind and 
body the same, 13a 
cause of contrariety, 210 
cause of difference and change, 210 
involve negation, 134 
prevent agreement, 209 
Pastive states, definition, 128, 242 
Past objects, emotion toward them, 142, 
• 143, i 9<5' 197, 199. 233 

Peace of mind, how it arises, 270 
Perception, 7, 8, 10, 17, 33, 79 
PerfectioUj^ 6^187, i88, 189, 190 
establishes existence, 50 
identical with reality, 80 
is increase of action, 278 
Perseverance in being, actual essence of 
the thing, 133 

in being, each thing strjves after it, 133 
in being force causing it is hmited, 193 
in being involves indefinite time, 136 
in being, mmd strives after it, 136 
in bemg not a limit to passion, 194 
Piety, definition, 215 
importance of it, 278 
what It is commonly thought to be, 279 
Pity, evil and unprofitable in itself, 224, 
246 

may be good, 230 
misery of the object of it, 148 
natural to man, 152 
nothing worthy of it, 225 
Pleasurable excitement, definition, 137 
may be evil, 220 
Pleasures, 3, 4, $ 

Poor, care of them, 246 
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Positive, removal of what is potitive ih a 
false idea, igi 1 

PoUession of an object by one person, 

144, 14S 

Possibility, definition, 17, 190 
imagination of it influences the emo- 
tions, 198, 257, 258 

Power, degrees of, m nature, 191 
same as virtue, igi 

Praise, cause of joy, 167 
ongin of, 76, 150 
prejudice concerning it, 92 

Presence of mind is strength of mind, 

173 

Present objects, emotion toward them, 
142, 143, 196, 197, 198, 199, 200, 201, 
233. 234, 236 

Preservation of being foundation of virtue, 
202, 203, 204, 205, 206 
of being, no object superior to it, 206 
oPbeing, no one neglects it, 204 
of being, same as happiness, 202 
of being with reference to health as a 
whole, 232 

Pnde, definition, 180, 228 
encourages flattery, 228, 247 
ignorance of oneself and impotence, 
227, 228 

Profit, agreement with our nature, 209 
capacity of body for affecting and being 
affected is true profit, 217, 218, 248, 
249 

everybody has the nght to seek his 01^, 
244 

efan under guidance of reason is chief 
profit to man, 212, 243 
no one neglects to seek his own, 204 
of the whole man, partial joy or sorrow 
has no regard to it, 232 
seeking our own profit is the foundation 
of virtue, 203, 204, 205, 2 o 6 
what is the profit of oneself is that of 
others, 212 

what the law of our own profit demands, 
248 

Property, rights of it, 217 
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Funuhmeat by supreme authority, aaSt 
aa6 

PorillaniTnity, definition, 165, 173, 183 

Quantity, existence in imagination distui' 
guided from existence in intellect, 
54>55 

Reality, connection between it and attri- 
butes, 47 

identical with perfection, 8a, igs ^ 
Reason, emotions which spring from it, 
asS, aS9, a66 

conception of objects by it, 333 
conformity of men to it is agreement of 
nature, an 

considers things as necessary, 115 
counsels life under common laws, 340 
definition, zia 
desire springing from it, 333 
directs repayment of hatred, etc f with 
love, 333 

distinguishes truth from faltity, 113 
follows greater good and lesser evil, 335 
guidance by it as compared with that 
by emotions, 336 

knowledge from it is necessarily true, 
«3 

man under guidance of it profitable to 
man, 3X3 

may determme to actions to which 
emotion determines us, 331 
perceives things under form of eternity, 
X16 

perfection of it is our sole profit, 343 
seeks greater future good, 336' 
teaches direct pursuit of good and 
indirect avoidance of evil, 334 
RecoUection, cause of desire, 134 
Regret, definition, 183 
Religion, defimtion, 3x5 
importance of it, 378 
what it is generally thought to be, 
379 

Remorse, definition, 143, 178 
sign of weakness, 333 


Rqientance, 3, 150, 165, 180 
not a virtue, 337 
Repose of mind, definition, 375 
Resemblance, connection with love and 
hatred, 14X 

Rest, preservation of proportion of 
motion an4 rest, 3i8 
Right, natural, 3x6 

Salvation, in what it consists, 375 
Science, intuitive, see Intuitive science 
Scorn, definition, 166 
Self-approval, definition, 165, 168 
Self-exaltation, defimtion, 150, i8r 
how caused, 133, 330 
Self-love, definition, 168 
Self-preservation, see Preservation of 
being 

Self-satisfaction arising from reason, 326, 
250, ass 
definition, X79 
OUT highest hope, 226 
Shame, definition, 130, 17Q.-T8r 
difference between it and modesty, 181, 
182 

how caused, 138 
may be good, 230 
may produce concord, 247 
Sin, definition, csT 
origin of it, 76 
prejudice concerning it, 73 
Sobnety is strength of mind, 173 
not an emotion, 170 
Social, man necessarily soaal, 213 
Soaal hfe, usual surroundings vain and 
futile, 3 

Society, its rights, 2x6 
Softness, definition, 93 
Sohtude, reason does not counsel it, 240, 

24s 

Something, origm of the term, 111 
Sorrow, accidental cause of it, 140 
connection with hate, 140, i4r, 145, 
r46, r47, 148 

connection with love, 143, 144, 146 
definition, 137, 175 
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spiin^ngfromlt, 155, 193, 

JOI 

aesre to destroy what conduces to it, 
149 

desire to remove it, 160 
directly evil, *19 

may be accompanied with joy, 161 
reason why it follows wickedness, r8o 
related to action as well as passive 
states, 17s 

related to parts of the body, 332 
sameness of it, whether object be past, 
pree^t, or future, 142, 143, 196 
Stability, want of it, 302 
State, definition, 217 
reason counsels life in one, 240 
Stoics’ opinion quoted, 25, 252 
Strength, degrees of it in nature, 191 
of mind, definition, 173 
' of mind, importance of it, 278 
Substance, attributes of it, conceived 
through themselves, 47 
cannot be ojoduced by another sub- 
stance, 44i S* 

cannot be produced by anything, 44 
defimtion, 41 
division impossible, 51 
existence pertains to it, 44 
extended, not unworthyjOf God, '55 
is infinite, 44 
no other than God, 51 
not the form of man, 86 
Substance, prior to modifications, 43 
thinking and extended, are the same, 84 
Substances of the same nature, 43, 44 
with different attributes, 43 
Suffering, connection with inadequate 
ideas, 129, 134, 242, 237, 266 
consequent on our bdng part of nature, 
192, 193 
definition, 128 

increase or diminution of it, 128, 129 
Suiade, 202 

Superstition affirms sorrow to be good, 
250 

aim of it, 334 


Superstitian, cause of it, 164 
Sympathy, definition, 140, 141 

Temperance is strength of mind, 173 
notan emotion, 170 
Thankfulness, definition, 139, 183 
Thing, oti^ of the term, in 
Thought, attribute or modification of 
attribute of God, 13, 31, 52, 80 
correspondence with modifications of 
the body, 233 
perception of it, 80 
relation to extension, 83 
Timidity, definition, 164 
Tolerance of men, 243 
Transcendental terms, their ori^n, in 
Truth, standard of it, 26, 114 

Understanding, connection of it with love 
of God, 264 

eviKs the prevention of it, 207 
necessary to virtue, 203 
nothing else certamly good, 307 
properties of, 36, 37 
sole effort of reason, and sole profit of 
the mind, 206 

Umversal ideas, ideas of perfection and 
imperfection depend on them, 1S7 

Vacillation of mind, cause of it, 131 
definition, 141 
same as doubt, 141, 14a 
Vainglory, definition, 230 
Veneration, defimtion, 166 
on^ of It, 169 

Vengeance, defimtion, 138, 171, 183 
misery of it, 223 

Vice, treatment by geometrical method, 
127, 128 

\^tue, connection with inadequate ideas, 
20S 

desirable for its own sake, 202 
difference between it and impotence, 
SIS 

foundation of it, 202, 203, 205, 206 
of the mind is knowledge 'of God, 207 
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Virtue, Baiae as power, 191 
understanding necessary to it, 205 
Volition involved by the idea in the mind, 

ISO 

Voluptuousness, definition, 170 

Weakness, cause of sorrow, 167. 168 
Wickedness, reason why sorrow follows it, 
180 


Win, definition, 136 
does not pertain to God, 57, 38, <b, 
not free but necessary, 67, 119, u 
121, 122, 123, 124, 12S, 126 
same as inteUect, iso, 121, 122, 123, 
124, I2S, 126 

Wise man, in what his strength consists, 
280 

Words distinguished from ideas, 121 




